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Abstract
Survey methodologists have given considerable attention to minimizing 
the response effects associated with asking sensitive questions.
However, this work is largely atheoretical; little attention is paid to issues 
of definition, rather a common sense understanding of what is sensitive is 
assumed. Such research largely focuses on how sensitive behaviours are 
reported and provides little insight into the relationship between responses 
to attitude items and their sensitivity. Recent work of cognitive 
psychologists, although drawing attention to the way in which responses 
are affected by the immediate context of the questionnaire, does not 
extend to suggesting whether questions that vary in their sensitivity are 
likely to be differentially affected by this.
In the light of these issues five studies are reported that suggest the 
importance of taking the sensitivity of attitude items into account.
Sensitive items are defined in relation to the notion of ‘threat’ and the 
context dependence of what is considered to be sensitive is recognised. 
The sensitivities of a pool of attitude items for a particular population is 
thus established in advance of being used in further work. The different 
patterns of responses associated with high and low sensitive items are 
noted and are seen to bear an orderly relationship with agreement ratings 
that is not explicable in terms of the orientation of the items. Results also 
indicate that items that varied in their sensitivity are differentially affected 
by manipulations in the context of threat within which the questionnaire 
was embedded. The nature of these effects is explored as is the notion 
that responses to sensitive items may be used to cope with threat.
The implications of these results for research using attitude items within 
questionnaires is discussed. It is suggested that knowing the sensitivities 
of the items being used is a necessary first step in being able to determine 
the extent to which these affect the results.
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1. Chapter One: Introduction
“It is a wise experimenter who knows his artifact from his main effect; and 
wiser still is the researcher who realises that today’s artifact may be 
tomorrow’s independent variable.”
McGuire (1969, p.13)
1.1 Overview
Asking people questions and listening to their answers is an integral part 
of life. Asking questions and recording the answers is an equally integral 
part of the research process.
The importance of this type of data is illustrated in the uses to which it is 
put. The results of surveys inform decision making, policy development 
and legislation at national and local levels in society. Asking people 
questions is also central to the research process in (social) psychology 
aimed at understanding how people think about themselves and the 
groups to which they belong, the decisions they make and the actions that 
they take. This understanding also culminates in a highly applied focus in 
such areas as risk communication, promoting healthy behaviours and 
reducing prejudice.
In the light of the importance of the data generated in surveys. It is not 
surprising that in recent years considerable attention has been given to 
understanding the processes underlying the formulation of question 
responses and the way in which their measurement might be susceptible 
to error. One source of bias identified by survey researchers concerned 
the effects of asking people sensitive questions about their behaviour.
This was generally believed to lead to under reporting of socially 
undesirable behaviours. In turn this led to a focus on developing
strategies to minimise the bias associated with answering sensitive 
questions. However, little attention has been given to theoretical 
development in this area or to the ways in which people respond to 
sensitive questions about their attitudes.
More recently there has been a great deal of work stemming from the 
collaboration between survey methodologists and cognitive psychologists. 
Their focus has been upon context or response effects within surveys and 
the processes that are responsible for such effects. It is clear from the 
literature in this area that the context being considered is that provided by 
the survey itself and thus research has primarily explored how the order in 
which questions are asked affects responses. In pursuing an 
understanding of this there has been no consideration of the way in which 
responses to sensitive questions might be differentially affected by 
context.
In summary, the notion of sensitivity is not coherently theorised and issues 
of definition evidence a similar lack of clarity. This is particularly the case 
in relation to attitude items. The extent to which response profiles of 
attitude items relate to their sensitivity is also unclear. Finally, the issue of 
item sensitivity has not been considered in relation to context effects. It is 
from this background that the present programme of research has 
emerged.
Having outlined the overall perspective within which this programme of 
research is located, the potential importance of addressing these issues 
can be suggested.
1.2 Significance of the probiem
Research in this area has important potential implications for the 
development of both theory and methods. These can be suggested in 
relation to the following scenario. Suppose that it was clear that attitude 
items could be clearly distinguished in terms of how sensitive they were 
and that these qualitative differences in sensitivity bore an orderly
10
relationship to other response dimensions (such as agreement) commonly 
used in questionnaires. This suggests the possibility the response profiles 
evidenced in relation to a particular set of items may in part be a function 
of their sensitivity. Acknowledging such a possibility has particular 
implications methodologically. For example, it may mean that it is 
important to know what the sensitivities of a particular set of items are. 
How should these be determined? Are there particular designs that would 
facilitate examination of the effects of item sensitivity? Would it be 
possible to allow for the effects of item sensitivity as has been suggested 
in relation to self-reports of behaviour? Is it possible to take account of 
item sensitivity on a post hoc basis?
Secondly, any indication of the importance of considering item sensitivity, 
particularly in relation to the ways in which items varying in their sensitivity 
are differentially affected by context, is likely to have implications for the 
development of theory. Where attitude items are being used as a medium 
for exploring or demonstrating the operation of particular social 
psychological processes it is quite possible that a particular set of results 
are not merely attributable to the operation of the process being explored. 
They may also be a function of the sensitivity of the items or of the way 
that these sensitivities interact with the context within which the items are 
embedded. This would suggest as a minimum that an awareness of item 
sensitivity is important and that research in this area would ideally lead to 
ways of taking this into account when developing models of social 
psychological processes.
Any indication of the importance of considering the sensitivity of attitude 
items may also affect the design and interpretation of surveys that are 
designed to explore the range and structure of attitudes in a particular 
substantive area. If within this area there are items that vary in their 
sensitivity and this remains unacknowledged, unwarranted conclusions 
may be drawn. It may also be that where experiments into the effects of, 
for example, question order have been embedded within large scale
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surveys, that more parsimonious and replicable explanations for the 
results would be obtained were sensitivity to be taken into account.
Having established the background to this research and suggested its 
potential significance, some appreciation of the ways in which these 
issues were approached can be indicated in greater detail in relation to a 
review of the following chapters of the thesis.
1.3 Review of chapters
The next two chapters (2 and 3) review the literature in relation to asking 
sensitive questions and context effects. These areas underpin all the 
subsequent empirical work and thus are dealt with in some detail at the 
outset. Following this, the next five chapters (4 to 8) report a series of 
empirical studies. Any literature specific to these is reviewed in the 
relevant introduction. Each study is also discussed separately. The final 
chapter (9) consists of an overall discussion summarising the main 
findings of the research, highlighting its implications and noting issues that 
might be clarified in future research.
Other findings of this research programme that do not bear directly upon 
the issue of asking sensitive questions are reported in full in two further 
papers in Appendix 6 and Appendix 7.
1.3.1 Chapter Two
Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature in relation to asking sensitive 
questions. The focus of this literature is primarily upon the development of 
strategies to deal with the response bias that such questions are 
associated with. These are largely aimed at minimising the respondents 
perceptions of how sensitive particular items are seen as being, as 
opposed to allowing for the sensitivity of the items at a later stage in the 
research process. It is argued that the development of these practical 
recommendations has largely taken place independently of an adequate 
theoretical conceptualisation of sensitivity. It is suggested that
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clarification is required in relation to the way in which sensitivity is defined 
and operationalised. Although rarely explicit, the centrality of the concept 
o f ‘threat’ is noted. Secondly, the importance of the relationship between 
sensitivity and context is explored with particular reference to the notion 
that definitions of sensitivity may vary in relation to identity. Finally, 
assumptions underlying the perceived relationship between assurances 
of anonymity and responses to sensitive questions are noted. It is 
suggested in conclusion that the benefits of methodological sophistication 
will be most evident in the wake of clarification in each of these areas.
1.3.2 Chapter Three
Chapter 3 reviews the literature in relation to context effects that is of 
potential relevance when exploring the relationship between question 
sensitivity and context. Questions of definition are addressed in relation to 
broader issues concerning the nature of attitudes and thus of ‘error’ in 
attitude measurement. Attention then turns to the effects of context on 
attitudes. Initially work relating to the way in which the context provided by 
the data collection process itself (i.e. in relation to question format, 
response formats and question wording) is reviewed. However, it is 
suggested that in exploring how questions varying in their sensitivity may 
be differentially affected by context it may be instructive to consider 
broader aspects of context. In this respect some of the literature relating 
to the contextual influences upon the way in which people construct their 
attitudes is noted. Finally, attention is drawn to evidence of the ways in 
which attitudes may be differentially susceptible to context effects.
1.3.3 Chapter Four
The first study takes as its point of departure a point made in the first 
literature review where it was argued that one shortcoming of empirical 
work relating to asking sensitive questions is the way in which Item 
sensitivity is rarely defined in advance. In order to address this and to 
enable further research, the main aim of the first study was to explore the
13
extent to which people distinguished between items in terms of their 
sensitivity, with a view to deriving a pool of high and low sensitive 
questionnaire items. Participants were asked to rate items in the topic 
areas of AIDS, immigration, BSE and nuclear power in relation to how 
uneasy each item made them feel and how intelligible they considered 
that each item was. Having rejected items that were considered to be 
unclear, a pool of high and low sensitive items were derived within each 
topic area. A secondary aim of this study was to make an initial 
assessment as to whether ratings of unease were affected by asking 
participants to categorise themselves in relation to each of the topic areas. 
There was some evidence that this was the case and also that the ratings 
varied in relation to gender.
1.3.4 Chapter Five
The second study confirmed these ratings of item sensitivity. However, 
the primary aim of this study was to explore the relationship between 
sensitivity and agreement. It was found that generally high sensitive 
items are associated with lower agreement and low sensitive items with 
higher agreement. The relationship between the orientation of the item to 
the topic and item sensitivity was explored and the results suggested that 
the relationship noted between sensitivity and agreement was not 
explicable in terms of item orientation.
Again a manipulation within the questionnaire was effected in order to 
explore the extent to which variations in the salience of topic related 
identities were related to agreement ratings as well as the ratings of 
unease expressed in relation to high and low sensitive items. Although 
there were differences between conditions in relation to agreement ratings 
in two topic areas the nature of these was inconsistent. Overall the results 
suggested that this manipulation was not successful either in terms of its 
effect on the dependent variables or on the manipulation check. In the 
light of these results, and in order to inform the design of future studies.
14
some of the literature suggesting the most effective ways of manipulating 
identity salience is noted.
1.3.5 Chapter Six
Chapter 6 reports the third study which takes a different approach to the 
issue of sensitivity. Having worked in the first two studies with naturally 
occurring sensitivities, the aim here was to assess the extent to which it 
might be possible to manipulate item sensitivity. This was attempted in 
relation to ratings of risk characteristics used within the ‘psychometric 
paradigm'. This was essentially unsuccessful. Reasons for this are 
discussed In the light of the potential importance of being able to effect 
such a manipulation.
1.3.6 Chapter Seven
The fourth study returned to working with naturally occurring sensitivities, 
using the immigration items derived in the first study. The focus turned to 
the relationship between sensitivity and context. Specifically, the notion 
that threat is a central component of sensitivity was developed by effecting 
three manipulations. These were considered to vary the threat within 
which the sensitive items were subsequently responded to. The 
dependent variables in this study were the ratings of agreement attributed 
to ‘self and to ‘other’ on high and low sensitive items. In relation to these, 
the main hypothesis was that responses to high and low sensitive items 
would vary in the ways in which they were affected by the manipulations of 
Identity salience, of threat to identity and by the extent to which the 
response format forced a consideration of the viewpoint of others. It was 
also hypothesised that it would be high sensitive items that are most 
affected by changes in the context and that responses to such items 
would be consistent with being used to cope with threat by affirming 
distinctiveness.
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The results suggested considerable support for these notions. The way in 
which they might be explained in relation to current social psychological 
theories is assessed. It is suggested that the nature of the effects 
obtained are not explicable in terms of Self Categorization Theory. 
However, two areas of the literature relating to positive-negative 
asymmetries would seem better able to have predicted the nature of the 
effects obtained. In conclusion it is suggested that the results of this study 
offer further support for the contention that it is important to take the 
sensitivity of attitude items into account.
1.3.7 Chapter Eight
The final study attempted to build on these results in three main ways. 
Firstly, using a different design including both the AIDS and immigration 
items It sought to replicate the main findings of the previous study that 
high and low sensitive items exhibit different patterns of self/other 
agreement and that attitude items that vary in their sensitivity also vary in 
their susceptibility to response effects. Secondly, the effect of including 
sensitive items as part of the context on responses to high and low 
sensitive attitude items was explored. Finally, an initial attempt to explore 
the processes that underlie the different patterns of responding to high 
and low sensitive items was made. In the light of the way in which the 
pattern of results obtained in the last study were consistent with being 
used to achieve distinctiveness, the notion that this pattern of results might 
result from a threat to distinctiveness was tested. The idea that 
responses to highly sensitive questions might be used as an indirect 
means to deal with threat was made more explicit in this study and was 
contrasted with the opportunity to directly discount threat made available 
in relation to one of the items included in the manipulation check.
Support was gained for the hypotheses that different patterns of ‘self and 
‘other’ agreement responses are associated with high and low sensitive 
items and also that agreement with such items would be differentially 
affected by the sensitivity of an earlier set of questions. However, there
16
was no evidence for the similar predicted effect of the distinctiveness 
manipulation although the manipulation check suggested that this had 
been successful. It is noteworthy that the nature of the main effect of 
distinctiveness links with the notion of optimal distinctiveness previously 
developed in relation to different outcome variables.
1.3.8 Chapter Nine
The final chapter in the main body of this thesis draws together the main 
findings of the empirical work in relation to the relevant literature. The 
central points are summarised and the way in which these build upon 
existing research in this area is noted. Following this, theoretical and 
methodological implications of these findings are noted and suggestions 
made for future research in this area. It is argued that the most important 
implication of the present series of studies concerns the importance of 
taking sensitivity into account in questionnaires containing attitude items 
and that a necessary first step in this process is to establish the 
sensitivities of the items in relation to the population(s) being sampled. In 
relation to the context effects literature it is argued that taking item 
sensitivity seriously may lead to the position where it is seen as desirable 
to intentionally include highly sensitive items. Other implications of the 
present work in relation to defining sensitivity, manipulating sensitivity, 
context effects and direct versus indirect coping strategies are also noted.
1.3.9 Appendix chapters
Having indicated the central issues that are addressed in this research, 
two other chapters included in the Appendix can be noted. Although not 
part of the main thrust of the research, they are a direct product of the 
empirical studies and as such are included in this thesis. The first paper in 
Appendix 6 reports a number of issues that emerged in relation to 
manipulation checks. Such checks formed an integral part of the studies 
reported here and some of the results obtained led to an assessment of 
the assumptions underlying their use. Data are reported from the fourth
17
study (Chapter 7) that suggest that the ‘success’ of the manipulation of 
threat varied in relation to the nature of the material intervening between 
the manipulation and the manipulation check. In the light of this it is 
contended that a ‘successful’ manipulation check may be neither a 
sufficient nor, more contentiously, a necessary condition for establishing 
the validity of the manipulation.
In Appendix 7, other data from the study in Chapter 6 are reported. As 
well as attempting to manipulate the sensitivity of risk characteristics, the 
opportunity was also taken to explore the relationship between a number 
of individual difference variables (anxiety, measures of risk experience 
and risk proclivity) and risk perceptions. The correlation matrices showed 
a number of significant associations and suggested that the nature of 
these varied in relation to whether the activities in question were classed 
as voluntary or involuntary.
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2. Chapter Two. Asking sensitive questions: an evaluation^
2.1 introduction
Asking people questions and recording their answers is an important 
source of information that informs decision making. It is an integral part of 
assessment, evaluation and research activity in numerous substantive 
areas. For example, surveys of employees, stakeholders, of service or 
product users can provide valuable information that has a bearing on the 
development of strategy and policy. However, some of this information 
might be considered to be sensitive, for example, in relation to assessing 
the incidence of socially undesirable behaviours, identifying implicit 
operating procedures, evaluating work performance or quality. It is thus 
seen as being important to maximise the likelihood that people 
participating in surveys are being honest so that confidence can be placed 
in the survey results as a basis for making decisions.
Asking sensitive questions is generally seen as problematic in survey 
research in that responses are considered as being particularly prone to 
error and bias. In order to increase the reliability and validity of responses 
a number of strategies have been developed to minimise the likelihood of 
such error.
The literature in this area might suggest that methodological innovation 
has taken place independently of an adequate theoretical 
conceptualisation of sensitivity. In order to explore this, this review will 
firstly outline the effects of asking sensitive questions and give an 
overview of the strategies that have been developed to deal with the 
associated response effects. It is then argued that such work embodies a 
number of underlying assumptions that are problematic. Concerns about 
the definition of sensitivity, the effects of context and of anonymity are
19
explored in relation to the relevant literature. In the light of this it is 
concluded that careful attention must be paid to these areas if a 
perspective for subsuming a range of apparently contradictory results is to 
be developed and the current chasm between theory and practice is to be 
bridged.
It can be said at the outset that the concern of this review is for the 
implications of asking sensitive questions within surveys. Other 
methodologies are discussed insofar as they illustrate an issue that is 
relevant. Similarly, the focus is on the implications of sensitivity for 
response effects. Other potential problems, for example in relation to 
sampling issues, are not dealt with here.
2.2 Asking sensitive questions: an overview
Although much survey research is concerned with attitudes, the literature 
in relation to question sensitivity is mainly concerned with behaviour. This 
was clear to Sudman and Brad burn (1974) when reviewing the literature 
prior to 1974 and since this time there has been no coherent attempt to 
assess response effects in relation to attitude items that vary in their 
sensitivity. This distinction is important because the response effects 
associated with attitude and behaviour items are quite different. For 
behaviour, in theory, the results can be validated against a measure of 
the actual occurrence of the behaviour. Thus it is common for the 
literature to speak of ‘under reporting’ of sensitive behaviours (Bradburn, 
1983) and response ‘error’ is seen as the discrepancy between the 
reported information and the actual information. Of course for questions 
about highly desirable behaviour it is the report of not doing something 
that is counter normative and here a bias toward over-reporting is 
presumed- (The focus of the literature and thus of this review is on the 
former direction of error.) In contrast, for attitudes, validation against 
some objective measure is not appropriate so it is only possible to speak
* Adapted from Barnett, J. (1998) Sensitive questions and response effects: an evaluation. 
Journal o f  Managerial Psychology, 13, 63-76
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of the relative ‘size’ or ‘variability’ of response effects. Indeed Bradburn
(1983) suggests that for attitudinal data,
“it is perhaps better to eschew the concept of response error all 
together and merely consider the extent to which different ways of 
measuring the variable affect the type of response one gets.” 
(p.290).
However, the general conclusion in relation to responses to highly 
sensitive behavioural and attitudinal items is that they are more 
susceptible to response effects than less sensitive items are. Highly 
sensitive behavioural items generally show greater deviations from a 
validating measure such that under-reporting increases with the sensitivity 
of the question and that both behavioural and attitude items evidence 
greater variability in relation to various independent variables (Sudman & 
Bradburn, 1974; Locander, Sudman, & Bradburn, 1976; Johnson & 
DeLamater, 1976; Blair, Sudman, Bradburn, & Stocking, 1977; Giles & 
Feild, 1978; Bradburn, Sudman, Blair, & Stocking, 1989). An exception to 
this general picture is reported in relation to a meta-analysis by Marquis
(1984) who saw no evidence of systematic under reporting. Rather the 
errors were
“ ‘offsetting’ on the average, rather than being mostly in one 
direction as would be the case for forgetting or lying about sensitive 
information” (p. 142).
Possible explanations for such contradictions are discussed below. 
However, for now it can be noted that the weight of research evidence 
points to there being considerable error or variability associated with 
responses to sensitive items, it is in response to this as well as the 
experience of survey practice that a large number of studies have 
explored how to improve the quality of reporting on sensitive issues. This 
problem has been addressed in a number of ways. It can be noted 
though that the aim of these various methods is generally to obtain higher
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estimates of sensitive behaviours as it is assumed that these are more 
valid.
2.3 Strategies for m inimising response effects
2.3.1 Anonvmitv
The first strategy that has been used in order to minimise the response 
error associated with sensitive questions is to issue guarantees of 
anonymity. It is generally considered that this increases response rates 
as well as improving the quality of responses. However, results in this 
area are inconclusive (Fuller, 1974; Futrell & Swan, 1977; Singer, 1978) 
especially in relation to differences in the quality of responses given. 
Indeed Fuller (1974) concludes that,
“Items relating to sensitive information may be more likely to elicit 
social desirability tendencies but these tendencies are apparently 
evoked equally for anonymous and identified respondents” (p.295).
More recent research relating to the benefits of anonymity for asking 
sensitive questions has been in relation to randomized response 
techniques (RRT) (Umesh & Peterson, 1991; Hosseini & Arma cost,
1993b; Linden & Weiss, 1994). The rationale for developing this technique 
has been the increased anonymity that it affords, such that only aggregate 
estimates of behaviour can be derived. The guarantee of privacy it 
embodies is believed to have high face validity
There are a number of variants and statistical developments of Warner’s 
(1965) original model (Umesh & Peterson, 1991; Hosseini & Armacost,
1993b). However their essential characteristic is the use of a randomising 
device such as a spinner. This tells the participant which question should 
be answered, the sensitive or the non-sensitive one. The spinner is 
designed to have a known probability of each type of question occurring 
and this information, combined with the knowledge of the frequency of the 
non-sensitive behaviour, leads to an estimate of the incidence rate of the
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sensitive behaviour in the group in question. There is some work that 
suggests the value of developing such techniques (Fidler & Kleinknecht, 
1977; Scheers, 1992) in that they provide higher estimates of sensitive 
behaviours than direct questioning under conditions of anonymity. (Also 
see reviews by Umesh and Peterson (1991) and Hosseini and Armacost). 
However, most studies in this area (Lamb & Stem, 1978; Buchman & 
Tracy, 1982) compare direct questioning with RRT. There are 
considerably fewer studies that are concerned with the validity of these 
estimates, that is, how they relate to actual incidences of that behaviour in 
the population. Umesh and Peterson (1991) review such studies and 
conclude that their validity is not high.
2.3.2 Questionnaire format
Secondly, adjusting questionnaire format has been used to minimise 
response effects. Lee (1993) notes a number of such techniques that are 
intended to reduce the apparent threat of the questions, that have 
developed as a result of experience with surveys rather than on the basis 
of empirical research. These involve prefacing the question with a 
statement suggesting that the behaviour is not unusual, or assuming that 
the behaviour has already taken place and so is just asking about 
frequencies. An often cited illustration of these in relation to the question, 
’’Did you kill your wife?” is given by Barton (1958).
A more rigorous approach is taken by Sudman and Bradburn (1974) who 
explored response effects by reviewing almost a thousand studies. In 
relation to the effects of task structure they identify a number of strategies 
for minimising response error and variability. They suggest that using 
open ended, longer questions may help reduce the associated threat as 
may placing threatening questions later in the questionnaire. Similarly 
Giles and Feild (1978) found a format-induced response bias occurred 
more frequently among sensitive than non-sensitive items. Respondents 
were required to supply demographic information by checking a box 
containing a range of option responses to sensitive job satisfaction items.
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Responses were less biased than where the respondent was asked to 
give exact numbers. A difference between sensitive and non-sensitive 
items in terms of their susceptibility to questionnaire structure was also 
found by Blair and Sudman et al (1977). It was how much to report about 
sexual and drinking behaviours as opposed to whetherXo report at all that 
was affected by question format manipulations such as wording familiarity.
2.3.3 Mode of administration
Thirdly, some researchers have suggested that changing the mode of 
administration can improve responding to sensitive questions. 
Administering questionnaires via computers was seen by Martin and 
Nagao (1989) to combat socially desirable responding by offering greater 
anonymity although this result was not replicated by Lautenschlager and 
Flaherty (1990). Listening to audio tapes of questions and recording 
answers in a book containing only the response categories was 
considered to improve reporting on sensitive topics for young people 
(Smith, 1996). Some studies have compared reporting rates for 
apparently sensitive behaviours for different modes of administration. 
Millstein (1987) found no differences in reports of sexual behaviour and 
substance use between face to face interview, interactive computer 
interview and self-report questionnaire.
2.3.4 Alternative methodologies
Finally, the perceived shortcomings of questionnaire methodology has led 
to alternative methodologies for seeking answers to sensitive questions. 
These include focus groups (Hoppe, Wells, Morrison, & Giilmore, 1995; 
Will, Eadie, & MacAskill, 1996), the nominative technique, which involves 
asking the respondent to give information about friends (Sudman, Blair, 
Brad burn, & Stocking, 1977; Lee, 1993), vignettes (Cava nag h & Fritzsche, 
1985) and randomized response techniques as noted above.
Thus far then the relationship between sensitive questions and response 
effects has been outlined. It has been suggested that the main focus in
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this area has been on reducing response effects by developing strategies 
to decrease the under reporting associated with sensitive behaviours. 
However, closer examination reveals the operation of a number of 
assumptions that might be considered unwarranted or problematic. These 
assumptions will be identified and their operation and implications 
evaluated in relation to three areas: firstly, how sensitivity is defined, 
secondly, how context affects sensitivity, and thirdly, the relationship 
between anonymity and response effects.
2.4 Underlying assumptions
2.4.1 Defining sensitivitv
Thus far 'sensitivity' has been referred to as if its meaning is essentially 
unproblematic. Indeed this is exactly the impression given by the vast 
majority of the literature noted so far in that this is rarely an issue that is 
addressed. This lack of definition results from the operation of a 
commonsense understanding of what is sensitive (Lee, 1993; Renzetti & 
Lee, 1993) that is presumed to be largely consensual. For example, 
sensitive' questionnaire items are contrasted with those that are 
'conventional' (Singer, 1978) or 'innocuous' (Soeken & Macready, 1982). 
For other researchers sensitivity is considered to be self evident in relation 
to the nature of the topic itself. Personal and health related issues are the 
focus of a number of studies particularly in relation to various sexual 
practices (Rodgers, Billy, & Udry, 1982; Soeken & Damrosch, 1986; 
Millstein, 1987; Ford & Norris, 1991; Williams, Suen, & Baffi, 1993; 
Williams & Suen, 1994). Other sensitive issues concern alcohol (Barth & 
Sandler, 1976; Blair, Sudman, Bradburn, & Stocking, 1977), drug use 
(Zdep, Rhodes, Schwarz, & Kilkenny, 1979), AIDS (Campbell & Waters, 
1990; Mays & Jackson, 1991), income (Singer, 1978; Swan & Epiey,
1981) and criminal behaviour (Tracy & Fox, 1981). There has been an 
increasing acknowledgment of sensitive topics within organisational 
research (Rosenfeld, Edwards, & Thomas, 1993; Hosseini & Armacost,
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1993b) for example in relation to business ethics (Buchman & Tracy,
1982; Schoderbek & Deshpande, 1996), bankruptcy (Locander, Sudman, 
& Bradburn, 1976) and the compromise of organisational standards 
(Soeken, 1987).
In the light of the assumption that some topics are sensitive perse  it is 
perhaps unsurprising that there have been few attempts to empirically 
determine the extent to which the questions actually are sensitive. In what 
is to date the only comprehensive attempt to relate the sensitivity of 
questionnaire items to response error, Sudman and Bradburn (1974) 
make it clear that the sensitivity of items in the studies they reviewed was 
decided post hoc by coders. There are studies where the participants’ 
perceptions of item sensitivity are sought (Locander, Sudman, &
Bradburn, 1976; Blair, Sudman, Bradburn, & Stocking, 1977; Giles &
Feild, 1978; Bradburn & Sudman, 1979; Bradburn, Sudman, Blair, & 
Stocking, 1989). In such studies, the degree of sensitivity was decided a 
priori by the researcher and at the end of the study assessed by the 
respondents. Generally the ordering of sensitivity was found to correspond 
with that assigned by the researcher. However, it is possible that 
responding to the items could affect the subsequent estimates of 
sensitivity.
If the researcher is to make anything other than a common sense 
assessment of what is to be designated as sensitive, it is necessary to 
define sensitivity in relation to some criteria. The literature suggests that 
this has been done in two main ways. Firstly, sensitivity has been defined 
in relation to empirical criteria such as the potential costs of answering the 
question. For example Giles and Feild (1978) defined sensitive items in 
relation to how concerned respondents would be if superiors were aware 
of the way in which they had responded. Similarly, Futrell and Swann 
(1977) suggested that sensitivity could be defined in relation to the 
adverse effects that might result from responding in a particular way. 
Another empirical criterion that has been used relates to the degree of 
discrepancy between the responses of people who had to identify
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themselves and those that could remain anonymous (Fuller, 1974; Crino, 
Rubenfeld, & Willoughby, 1985). If anonymity makes a difference the item 
is considered to be sensitive. Similarly non-response rates have been 
seen as indicative of item sensitivity (Johnson & DeLamater, 1976).
Finally, a substantial body of work by Bradburn and Sudman and their 
colleagues (Sudman & Bradburn, 1974; Locander, Sudman, & Bradburn, 
1976; Blair, Sudman, Bradburn, & Stocking, 1977; Bradburn & Sudman, 
1979; Sudman & Bradburn, 1982; Bradburn, 1983; Bradburn, Sudman, 
Blair, & Stocking, 1989) empirically defines sensitivity in relation to threat. 
They operationalise this by asking respondents how uneasy they think that 
each item makes most people feel.
Secondly, sensitivity has been defined in relation to broader theoretical 
issues. A recent attempt to define sensitivity can be seen in the work of 
Lee (1993). From a sociological perspective he suggests that other 
definitions are either too general or too narrow and goes on to identify the 
concept of threat as, implicitly at least, providing a common thread in the 
literature. Sensitive research is thus defined as,
"research which potentially poses a substantial threat to those who 
are or have been involved with it” (p.4).
This is developed further by outlining three areas where research is likely 
to be most threatening. The first area of ‘intrusive threat’ is concerned 
with areas that are private, stressful or sacred. The second area relates to 
the threat of sanctions, and the third concerns threats that emanate from 
‘political’ situations involving the balance of power in society.
In relation to the present task of evaluating the literature in relation to 
sensitivity and response effects, this definition is perhaps limited in that in 
practice there may be considerable overlap between these areas. 
However, it is valuable for two reasons. Firstly, it draws attention to the 
relation between sensitivity and context. Lee (1993) stresses,
“that the kind of threat posed by a particular piece of research, as 
well as its level, is a highly contextual matter” (p.5).
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This contrasts with the theme noted above that certain topics are sensitive 
perse. Following the line of argument suggested by Lee it would seem a 
more fruitful exercise to try and elucidate the conditions under which 
sensitivity arises in the research process rather than classifying particular 
topics as being sensitive In and of themselves. Linden and Weiss (1994) 
inadvertently provide a good example of the contextual nature of 
sensitivity and thus of the importance of deriving ratings of sensitivity from 
the respondents themselves. The researchers deemed sexual issues to 
be among the most sensitive and contrasted this with questions of a “less 
sensitive nature, i.e. are you a Protestant?” It is unlikely that this question 
would be deemed to have the same sensitivity in Northern Ireland as it 
would in a North American University.
Secondly, the way in which Lee defines sensitivity offers the possibility of 
identifying different dimensions of sensitivity. That is, it could be that 
questions are considered as being highly sensitive for different reasons. 
There is little evidence in empirical work of the possibility of there being 
qualitatively different types of sensitivity, rather quantitative distinctions 
between high and low sensitivity are more common . One study is 
noteworthy in this respect insofar as it attempted to distinguish between 
types of sensitivity. Singer (1978) makes the distinction between 
behaviour and attitudes and within each of these categories distinguishes 
between ‘general’ and ‘survey specific’ items. However this seems an 
arbitrary distinction and examination of the topics placed in each category 
are suggestive of the context dependent nature of sensitivity. For 
example, it is quite easy to conceive of situations where questions about 
education and party preference (categorised by Singer as non-sensitive) 
would be perceived as very threatening.
Another dimension of the lack of a clear conceptualisation of sensitivity 
concerns the way in which it overlaps with the notion of social desirability 
(DeMaio, 1984). Sudman and Bradburn (1974) acknowledge this in their 
attempt to differentiate between threat and social desirability factors. 
Others define one in terms of the other, for example Hosseini and
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Armacost define sensitivity as ‘the most extreme case of data that is prone 
to socially desirable responding’ (Hosseini & Armacost, 1993a , p.30). 
Certainly there are no clear definitions in this area either. DeMaio (1984) 
makes the observation that,
“Given the frequency with which (socially desireable responding) is 
mentioned as an explanation for particular results, definitions of the 
term are surprisingly rare and uninformative" (p.257).
Generally speaking, socially desirable responding is the concern of 
psychologists (Ganster, Hennessey, & Luthans, 1983; Zerbe & Paulhus, 
1987) and the focus is on the effect of relatively stable individual 
differences. Sensitivity on the other hand refers more to item or topic 
characteristics and has tended to be the domain of survey methodologists. 
The nature of the interaction between these two areas remains 
unspecified (Vinten, 1995), indeed, bearing in mind the potential 
importance of context, it may not prove to be a helpful distinction (DeMaio, 
1984).
It is clear then that the development of strategies to minimise response 
effects has been largely unrelated to clear definitions of sensitivity. One 
implication of this can be illustrated in relation to research that has not 
found the hypothesised differences between responses to sensitive and 
non-sensitive questions (Locander, Sudman, & Bradburn, 1976; Zdep, 
Rhodes, Schwarz, & Kilkenny, 1979) or between anonymous and non- 
anonymous responses (Singer, 1978; Lamb & Stem, 1978; Akers,
Massey, Clarke, & Lauer, 1983). One explanation offered for such results 
is that the topic under consideration wasn’t actually sensitive to the 
participants themselves. This explanation need not be resorted to if the 
sensitivity of the items to the population in question is established prior to 
the study. Similarly, the inconsistent results identified in relation to the use 
of randomized response techniques (Umesh & Peterson, 1991; Linden & 
Weiss, 1994) would seem in part explicable in terms of the essentially 
arbitrary way in which topics are defined as sensitive.
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In relation to the various ways in which sensitivity has been defined it has 
been suggested that it may be helpful to think about the way In which 
sensitivity is context dependent. It is to a closer look at the relationship 
between context and sensitivity that we now turn.
2.4.2 Context
The necessity of considering the nature of the relationship between 
context and sensitivity has already been indicated in two areas. Firstly, by 
Lee’s (1993) point that what is sensitive is not fixed; even definitions of 
what is highly personal can vary in relation to context. Secondly, in 
relation to the observation that questions that vary in their sensitivity are 
differentially affected by changes in the structure of the questionnaire, 
mode of administration and the degree of anonymity afforded. In other 
words it has been suggested that what is considered sensitive is defined 
by context and also that items that vary in their sensitivity are differently 
affected by context.
In order to explore the nature of this relationship further it is helpful to 
consider how context’ might best be conceptualised. Firstly, the 
substantial literature about context effects in questionnaires resulting from 
the collaboration between survey methodologists and cognitive 
psychologists (Jabine, Straf, Tanur, & Tourangeau, 1984; Hippier, 
Schwarz, & Sudman, 1987; Jobe & Mingay, 1991; Schwarz & Sudman, 
1992; Sudman, Bradburn, & Schwarz, 1996) must be acknowledged. 
However, the context here essentially consists of the questionnaire itself, 
indeed to some extent the focus is even narrower such that in much work 
‘context effects’ and ‘question order effects’ are used interchangeably 
(Schuman, 1992). Unsurprisingly in the light of the cognitive focus on the 
processes that underlie survey responses, the question of the conditions 
under which the content of questions becomes sensitive has been 
neglected in recent years and has only been referred to in passing (Sirken 
& Fuchsberg, 1984).
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However, it can be suggested that there are a number of indications in the 
literature, though no coherent recognition, of the way in which responding 
to questions might activate or reflect particular roles and identities and 
affect their sensitivity. For example, the way in which sensitivity may be 
culturally contingent was evident in a study comparing reports of sexual 
behaviour of African American and Hispanic adolescents. It was 
concluded that particular care must be taken in interviews with Hispanic 
women as they are more sensitive about topics involving sexuality and 
menstruation (Ford & Norris, 1991). The results obtained by Zdep and 
Rhodes et al (1979) might be considered suggestive of the importance of 
group norms and identities. They found unexpected evidence of the 
superiority of direct questioning over the RRT on the apparently sensitive 
topic of marijuana use and suggest this may be explicable in terms of its 
being fashionable rather than sensitive to a particular age group. The 
possible importance of group norms is alluded to more directly by Singer 
(1978),
"It is possible that certain kinds of questions, asked of certain 
specialised categories of respondents, might interact with the 
independent variables to produce results other than those reported 
here. For example, if welfare clients were asked about their 
income, refusals under several of the experimental conditions 
might be higher than those in the present study; the same is true if 
employees of a large corporation were asked about their drinking 
habits” (p. 160)
This focus on the potential of considering identities as an important part of 
the context again emphasises the need for researchers to work with 
definitions of sensitivity derived from the participants themselves. If the 
researcher imposes his or her assessments of item sensitivity on the 
questionnaire the assumption is that sensitivity is essentially a function of 
the topic itself rather than varying in relation to identities. A similar point is 
alluded to by Locander and Sudman et al (1976) who had designated
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involvement in bankruptcy as somewhat threatening. Equivocal results in 
this area cause them to comment that,
“The bankruptcy variable is unique in that part of the sample might 
not have perceived the question as threatening but rather as an 
opportunity to tell of a shrewd business maneuver.” (p.272).
The need to allow participants themselves to define sensitivity in relation 
to the area being investigated and to allow for these definitions to vary in 
relation to the identities that may be involved can be Illustrated in relation 
to research In organisations. It is not hard to visualise situations where 
the contents of a questionnaire may be differentially sensitive to different 
participants because of the identities that are salient at the time. Imagine 
a survey of attitudes to safety at work being completed by members of the 
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate, site managers and shop floor workers. 
Or a questionnaire about the perceptions of genetic engineering being 
completed by employees of the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and 
Fisheries, scientists, workers in the food industry and the general public.
Conceptualising sensitivity in relation to identity would seem to have the 
potential to move the debate away from a focus on response bias and 
error. Rather ‘under-reporting’ or variability in attitudes to sensitive items 
might be better understood as an expression of coping with the perception 
of a threat to salient identity. Of course some sensitivities may be more 
related to consensual norms and less to particular identities. This would 
be established to some extent in any pilot work designed to establish item 
sensitivity in relation to the population being sampled.
2.4.3 Anonvmitv
Finally, as noted earlier, ensuring respondent anonymity is central to many 
of the strategies that are designed to minimize item sensitivity. Several 
largely unexplored assumptions concerning anonymity can be identified in 
the literature that have implications for the way in which the relationship 
between sensitive items and response effects is conceptualised.
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It is generally assumed that when assurances of anonymity are given, that 
the promise is credible and that it is believed. If this is not the case there 
would seem to be little difference between anonymous and identified 
participants. However, the question of how assurances of anonymity are 
perceived by participants is an empirical question that remains 
unaddressed at the present time (Sirken & Fuchsberg, 1984). The need 
for such research would seem particularly pressing in the light of the 
mixed results relating the effects of anonymity to responses to sensitive 
questions. In the light of the consideration of context it may be the case 
that not only is sensitivity related to identity but that perceptions of 
anonymity assurances are also. Such an interaction between identity and 
anonymity was suggested by the results of Fuller (1974). The presence of 
such an interaction could be initially established by including a 
‘manipulation check' for the effects of anonymity assurances, as part of 
the questionnaire (Lautenschlager & Flaherty, 1990).
A second assumption is that when assurances of anonymity are believed, 
that they lead to honest responses; to accurate reports of behaviour or of 
‘true’ attitudes. Indeed, as far as behaviour is concerned, this assumption 
is the cornerstone of the RRT. Bearing in mind the mixed results of such 
methods both in comparison with direct questioning and when validated 
against external criteria, it would seem reasonable to ask whether 
anonymity may have consequences other than increasing the honesty of 
responses. Although there has been no systematic research in this area, 
there are several suggestions in the literature of unintended 
consequences of assurances of anonymity. Becker and Bakal (1970) 
suggested in relation to personality characteristics that for some people 
assurances of anonymity may lead to increased concern about the 
favourability of their responses. Fuller (1974) noted lower return rates for 
respondents who could remain anonymous and suggested this may be 
explicable in terms of respondents perceiving less pressure to respond or 
perceiving that their responses are less valuable by virtue of their 
anonymity. Certainly McDaniel and Rao (1981) suggested in relation to
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apparently ‘non-sensitive’ items, that Identification increases accountability 
and leads to respondents providing more accurate information. Measuring 
response quality in terms of response error they found that the quality of 
responses given was less under conditions of anonymity.
A third assumption that is often operating when assurances of anonymity 
are given is that ‘more is better’. That is, it is believed that increasing 
reporting levels on questions that are generally associated with under 
reporting is good. This belief is central to randomized response methods 
and is particularly apparent in relation to the studies that compare the 
reporting levels obtained through different methodologies. However, it 
may not be justified. Firstly, the few validity studies that have been 
conducted might suggest that ‘more is not good enough’ in that 
estimations of behaviours deemed as sensitive are often very different 
from the actual occurrence in the population (Umesh & Peterson, 1991). 
Secondly, it could be that increased levels of reporting sensitive 
behaviours occur independently of an increase in accuracy by the 
respondent. This might occur in different ways. For example Umesh and 
Peterson (1991) suggest that the randomising device in randomised 
response methods may lead people to report behaviours they do not 
indulge in, or to them being confused and providing incorrect answers. 
Thirdly, it is possible that both under and over reporting in relation to a 
particular issue may be related to identity factors. Catania and Gibson et 
al (1990) provide an illustration of this possibility in relation to the 
occurrence of risky sexual behaviours. They note the prevalent 
assumption that there is a bias toward under reporting and suggest,
“However, such an assumption may not be valid in cultures with 
strong machismo values, in which sexual potency may be highly 
prized. Machismo might be expected to lead to a general tendency 
to over report sexual behaviour” (p.342-3).
Finally, the basic assumption underlying all research into the relationship 
between response effects and asking sensitive questions is that these
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effects, which are generally considered to be error, should be minimised. 
One way this has been done is to allow participants to respond 
anonymously. However, an alternative to this approach is that the 
response effects themselves may provide substantive information about 
the sensitive issue being considered (Rodgers, Billy, & Udry, 1982). If this 
is the case, it is possible that in trying to minimise these such information 
may be lost. This possibility has certainly been suggested in relation to 
socially desirable responding. Zerbe and Paulhus (1987) suggest that this 
should not automatically be considered as a contaminant that should be 
eliminated. They present evidence in organizational settings to suggest 
that impression management (which they consider as being one 
component of socially desirable responding) may be related to the 
variables being measured - such as adjustment or achievement 
motivation. In such a circumstance, “indiscriminate control would be 
throwing away content variance” (p.252).
Essentially it is the researcher's theoretical position that will determine the 
extent to which item sensitivity is seen as a contaminant whose 
associated response effects should be minimized. An alternative position 
is that people’s responses to sensitive items are an important source of 
information. If these responses are explored in conjunction with 
information about how sensitive those items are to them, and in relation to 
relevant identity variables, it may well result in a greater understanding of 
people’s responses to sensitive questions.
2.5 Conclusion
A review of the literature in relation to asking sensitive questions has 
revealed the operation of a number of assumptions. It is suggested that 
the methodological focus on developing strategies to reduce associated 
response effects has largely taken place independently of a recognition of 
these assumptions and their implications.
It has been argued that researchers in this area should be clear about how 
sensitivity is to be defined and operationalised. In the light of this the
35
extent to which the items actually are sensitive to the population in 
question can be established. The extent to which sensitivity is a function 
of context is also vital. It has been suggested that it may be particularly 
important to take account of the way in which definitions of sensitivity are 
related to salient identities. Assigning such primacy to identity processes 
has the potential to move research in this area away from imagery that is 
“implicitly Goffmanesque” (Lee, 1993 , p.75). Rather than sensitivity being 
seen in relation to people wishing to manage the impressions they present 
to show themselves in a certain light, it would rather be an expression of 
identity in particular contexts.
It is customary at this point to encourage further research activity. 
However, in keeping with Sudman, Bradburn and Schwarz’s (1996) 
encouragement that ‘nothing is more practical than a good theory’, this 
review of the literature has suggested that such research activity needs to 
be grounded in a more substantial consideration of how survey 
participants think about sensitivity, how this is affected by context, 
particularly in relation to identity processes, and of the implications of 
guaranteeing anonymity. Such attention would surely promise a more 
coherent framework within which to situate research into asking sensitive 
questions.
36
3. Chapter Three. Context effects
3.1 Introduction
One of the main aims of this thesis is to explore the relationship between 
question sensitivity and context. Having identified the way in which 
research has - or hasn’t - addressed the issues of asking sensitive 
questions, attention can now turn to the issue of context effects.
Although context effects in surveys in one sense are a fairly recent 
preoccupation of researchers, the weight of research findings in this area 
is such that it has been said that,
“We have all reached a point where the simple demonstration of a 
context effect in a survey has little interest unless there is some 
further important theoretical or practical point to be made.” 
(Schuman, 1992, p.11).
This can be contrasted with the statement made by the same author less 
than twenty years previously where he noted that,
“What strikes me most as a social psychologist is the extent to 
which respondents apparently consider each question in and of 
itself without much attention to the earlier questions presented to 
them.” (Schuman, 1974).
In attempting to sketch some of the findings of recent years it can be 
noted at the outset that answers to the question of how context affects 
responses to survey items emanate from two main sources: from survey 
methodologists and from (social) cognitive psychologists. This is 
important in that in the past these two groups have generally 
conceptualised attitudes in different ways.
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3.1.1 Attitudes, context and error
The assumption that underlies the early work of survey methodologists is 
that of the ‘classical’ view of attitudes; that there is a true attitude and thus 
that the measurement of an attitude reflects this but also incorporates 
error (that is Observed Response = True Response + Error). The 
problem of context or response effects arises because the mean of the 
measurement error tends to approximate to a positive or negative value 
rather than to zero (Sudman & Bradburn, 1974). There can generally be 
considered to be two sources of such error: respondents’ ‘disinclination’ 
and ‘disability’ to report their true answers. The research reviewed in the 
previous chapter notes the ways in which attempts have been made to 
increase the Inclination of respondents to give a ‘true’ answer and this 
work has generally been by survey methodologists concerned to reduce 
measurement error. There has also been a good deal of research by 
survey methodologists concerning the factors that might ‘block’ or ‘disable’ 
an individual from revealing their true score and thus to develop ways in 
which these external factors can adjusted or eliminated to improve 
respondents’ ability to report their true score (Schuman & Presser, 1981). 
It is just these factors that are commonly considered under the rubric of 
‘context’ or ‘response’ effects.
As noted earlier, survey methodologists have been joined in their 
exploration of such effects by (social) cognitive psychologists. However, 
they are less likely to share the underlying assumption of their being a 
‘true’ attitude to uncover, rather focusing on the ways in which attitudes 
are constructed as a function of relevant accessible information that is 
available at any particular point (Wilson & Hodges, 1992). This 
questioning of fundamental assumptions about the stable nature of 
attitudes has been evident in relation to research in social judgment 
processes (Martin & Tesser, 1992) and this work both informs and is 
informed by that relating to context effects in survey research. A third 
area evidencing a coherent recognition of the way in which responses are 
constructed in relation to context is that of research on decision-making.
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Theories of rational choice that would predict that preferences should be 
stable have been challenged by evidence that expressed preferences are 
affected by apparently irrelevant changes in the context of the judgment. 
For example, in the light of the fact that most people are risk aversive 
when faced with choices between gains but risk seeking when choosing 
between losses, Tversky and Kahneman (1974) show how framing what 
are objectively the same options in terms of a gain or a loss affects 
people's preference for that gamble. The implication of this is that risky 
behavioural choices will be more likely when information is framed in 
terms of the relative disadvantages as opposed to the advantages of 
behavioural options. More relevant to the current consideration of the way 
in which context affects measurement is the finding that varying the 
response format between choosing between options and assigning 
different values to those options leads to the expression of different 
preferences (Tversky, Sattath, & Slovic, 1988).
In recent years there has been considerable collaboration between survey 
methodologists and the distinction between them in terms of their 
differential adherence to the classical view of attitudes is less clear. 
Nevertheless, it is useful to bear it in mind particularly because the 
underlying assumptions have implications for practise. If context effects 
are error, the aim is simply to minimise this in order that the score will 
better approximate the ‘true’ attitude. In contrast, within the other 
perspective context effects are inherent in the situation because the 
attitude being expressed is constructed within the situation. This 
viewpoint need not simply consider context effects to be an artifact and 
may even allow for the possibility of and working with and using context 
effects in order to increase the quality of predictions. These implications 
will be addressed in greater detail in the final chapter.
3.1.2 Definitions
Nevertheless, despite these different underlying rationales it is possible to 
generally define context or response effects as being the “influences of
39
undue information that are only due to the measurement instrument or the 
situation” (Wânke, 1997). The idea of undue information embodies the 
notion that error involves “measuring something that you don't know that 
you are”. This notion is equally applicable whichever view of attitudes is 
adopted.
Generally speaking the terms ‘response effects' and ‘context effects’ can 
be used interchangeably. The former term is more generally used in the 
early work by survey methodologists with the latter becoming more 
common currency in recent years. Within this research the term context 
effects’ is used unless referring to other research that uses the term 
‘response effects’.
Having alerted the reader to be aware of the way in which a common 
preoccupation with context effects can be based on different sets of 
assumptions, some of the literature in this area will be reviewed.
Obviously it is not possible, or indeed the intention, that this should be in 
any sense exhaustive. The aim is rather to draw attention to important 
themes within the literature, the guiding principle being to paint a broad 
picture of the area that will serve to provided a backdrop within which to 
locate the present research. The reader’s attention will be directed to 
three particular issues. Firstly, the ways in which context effects are 
generally considered in relation to aspects of the questionnaire itself are 
identified. Secondly, a broader conceptualisation of context effects will be 
introduced. Finally, the ways in which the literature in this area suggests 
that responses might vary in their susceptibility to context effects will be 
noted.
3.2 'Within survey' aspects of context
Research concerning the relativity of social judgments is wide ranging and 
context is conceptualised in relation to notions such as beliefs about 
typical responses, category accessibility, value connotations, decision 
frames and mood (Eiser, 1990). In relation to survey research some of 
these notions are applied in relation to aspects of context provided by the
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questionnaire itself such as the effects of question order, of different 
response formats and of question form (Schuman & Presser, 1981; 
Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988; Schwarz & Sudman, 1992; Sudman, 
Bradburn, & Schwarz, 1996). Much of the early empirical research in 
these areas is piecemeal and non-cumulative although there has been 
greater coherence in the wake of the collaboration of survey 
methodologists and cognitive psychologists where increasingly 
consideration of these issues is situated within broader theoretical 
perspectives. (It can be noted however that one of the earliest 
considerations of response effects (Sudman & Bradburn, 1974) was 
located within a model of the data collection process). One later 
perspective that has been influential in explaining context effects in 
relation to the effects of question order and of the range of response 
alternatives provided is that of Schwarz and colleagues (Bless, Strack, & 
Schwarz, 1993; Schwarz, 1995). They suggest that participants apply 
conversational rules that apply in everyday interactions (Grice, 1975) to 
make sense of the research process. Thus instructions and questions 
are expected to be relevant, informative, true and unambiguous. Such an 
expectation may, from the researcher’s perspective, result in unintended 
effects.
3.2.1 Question order
As noted in the previous chapter, within the literature relating to context 
effects in surveys, these are often considered to be synonymous with 
question order effects. A recent perspective that been developed to 
subsume a range of empirical findings in this area is that of Tourangeau 
and Rasinski (1988). They consider the effects of question order within a 
model of the processes that are involved in answering an attitude 
question. This involves interpreting the question (locating the relevant 
attitude structure), retrieval (sampling the most accessible beliefs), 
generating a judgment from the set of retrieved beliefs and reporting the 
answer. Question order effects relating to each of these processes are
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identified. For example in relation to question interpretation, examples are 
given of the interpretation of later responses being consistent mih earlier 
ones (i.e. assimilated). Similarly, the juxtaposition of general and specific 
questions can result in apparently inconsistent responses (i.e. contrast). 
When a general question follows a specific one, such a contrast effect 
stems from the latter question being interpreted as excluding 
consideration of the area that was addressed by the former (Bless, Strack, 
& Schwarz, 1993). As far as retrieval is concerned, priming particular 
belief systems by using earlier items can prime respondents to respond to 
subsequent items in relation to these. For example items about women’s 
rights might prime pro abortion beliefs whereas items relating to traditional 
values might prime anti abortion beliefs. Again, as in relation to 
interpretation, there can be ‘contrast’ as well as ‘assimilation’ effects. 
(Tourangeau and Rasinski (1988) refer to these as ‘backfire’ and 
‘carryover’ effects respectiveiy). A contrast effect here would involve 
participants actively discounting or suppressing accessible material. 
Suggestions are given as to how to assess whether the relationship 
between later and earlier questions is likely to be characterised by 
assimilation/carry over or contrast/backfire effects. Subsequent work has 
also explored whether the effect of earlier questions on later ones is a 
function of the way in which participants have responded to the earlier 
ones or simply of the content of the prior questions. Such a comparison of 
the consistency and framing explanations has given precedence to the 
latter process (Gaskell, Wright, & O'Muircheartaigh, 1995)
3.2.2 Response options
Attention can be drawn to the effects of other aspects of the questionnaire 
context. Firstly, the range of response options that are provided has been 
seen to affect responses (Schwarz, Hippier, Deutsch, & Strack, 1985; 
Schwarz, Strack, Müller, & Chassein, 1988). Wright and Gaskell eta! 
(1997) build on this work in relation to behavioural frequency questions 
and report a series of experiments that suggest that the response
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alternatives provided constitute a source of information about the 
normative frequency of the behaviour in question. This information, if 
discrepant with existing beliefs was seen to affect reports of the behaviour.
3.2.3 Question wording
A third aspect of the effect of the context provided by the questionnaire 
itself concerns question wording effects. One issue here relates to the 
orientation of the questions. The main finding here is that questions that 
might appear to be formally equivalent but that are oriented to the issue in 
different ways lead to a different pattern of responses. An often cited 
example of this is in relation to the “forbid-allow asymmetry” noted 
originally by Rugg (1941 ). Support for free speech in the United States 
was 21 percentage points higher in response to the question "Do you think 
the United States should forbid public speeches against democracy?" 
compared with responses to the question “Do you think the United States 
should allow public speeches against democracy?" In other words people 
were much more willing not to allow speeches than they were to forbid 
them. This particular result was replicated by Schuman and Presser 
(1981 ) although other question wording effects were not obtained. As far 
as explanations of the “forbid allow effect” are concerned they say that 
there is no obvious source. Hippier and Schwarz (1986) suggest that the 
higher endorsement of the negative form of both questions is due to the 
responses of those who are indifferent to the outcome opting neither to 
forbid nor allow. Another question wording effect was explored by Wânke 
and Schwarz et al (1995) in relation to asking comparative questions. 
Reversing the direction of comparison (e.g. comparing A to B or B to A), 
although formally equivalent resulted in different patterns of evaluation. 
One explanation for question order effects may be found in the use of the 
‘positive test strategy’ (Klayman & Ha, 1987) suggesting that different 
hypotheses are tested for statements that differ in their directionality. 
Support for this notion using formally equivalent items relating to self­
conceptions was found by Kunda and Fong et al (1993).
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3.3 Context: a bigger picture
Up to this point context effects have been considered in terms of aspects 
of the questionnaire itself. Within research in this area there is some 
acknowledgment of the importance of wider aspects of context. Schuman 
(1992) points out how such Influences would include the interviewer, the 
interview setting and even the historical setting. Similarly, although 
Tourangeau and Rasinski (1988) essentially equate context effects with 
question order, they also note the likely impact on responses of other 
aspects of the context that “activate concepts or feelings that are then 
carried over to a target item”. In this respect they refer to other kinds of 
material such as item introductions or prior tasks that participants 
complete.
However, the literature relating to the contextual influences that affect the 
way in which people construct their attitudes draws attention to other ways 
in which attitude measurements might embody the "influences of undue 
information” that the researcher is unaware of. Wilson and Hodges 
(1992) note several aspects of context that affect the way in which 
attitudes are expressed, presumably by making different data differentially 
salient and accessible in that situation. It is well established in the 
cognitive dissonance literature that reported attitudes can change to bring 
them in line with the context formed by previous behaviours (Aronson, 
1992). Similarly, the literature on impression formation suggests that the 
temporary, and possibly arbitrary, priming of a category has the effect of 
making particular categories particularly accessible and thus affecting 
attitudes (Wyer & Srull, 1989). One group of attitudes generally 
considered to be particularly stable are attitudes about the self. However 
It Is clear that self-conceptions are also malleable and responsive to 
relevant changes In context (Markus & Kunda, 1986). Attitudes are also 
Inferred from mood states, for example Schwarz and Strack et al (1987) 
report the way in which 'mood effects’ were obtained. It appeared that 
participants used their mood to Inform decisions about life satisfaction in
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general. In contrast, judgments about life satisfaction in relation to 
particular domains were independent of the mood of the moment.
The point here is that although context effects within questionnaires have 
generally been conceptualised in relation to the structure of the 
questionnaire itself, there is considerable evidence from other domains of 
the way in which broader aspects of context can affect attitudes. This 
would seem to indicate both the importance of considering the way in 
which these can affect reported attitudes and the ways in which different 
aspects of context interact. Indeed it may well be that such interactions 
between questionnaire structure and other dimensions of context are 
responsible for the fact that in some instances context effects have not 
proved to be replicable (Schuman & Presser, 1981). In relation to this 
Schuman (1992) notes that
“Apparently, both questions and respondents can be extremely 
sensitive to one type of contextual influence, yet completely 
insensitive to another type.” (p.18).
3.4 Differential susceptibility to context effects
Having noted the variety of ways in which context has been seen to affect 
reported attitudes, the attention of this review can turn to the ways in 
which responses might be differentially susceptible to being affected by 
context. This is not a major theme in the literature. There are however a 
number of indications of ways in which this might happen.
Schuman (1992) draws attention to the way in which, even when every 
aspect of the questionnaire is held constant overtime, results can be 
affected by a change in the meaning of the context-producing question 
resulting from changes in social norms. In relation to question order 
Tourangeau and Rasinski (1988) note a number of variables that affect 
the impact of context both in terms of whether or not there is an effect as 
well as in relation to variations in the type of effect (i.e. carry over or 
backfire). Unfamiliarity with the issue is likely to be associated with carry
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over effects as the target item is more likely to be interpreted in terms of 
the context items than when people are familiar with the issue. Similarly, 
highly accessible attitudes are iess likely to be associated with context 
effects insofar as they are less reliant on being primed by the context. 
Expertise and involvement with the issue are likely to lessen susceptibility 
to context effects. There is some evidence for the other side of this coin in 
that mixed or conflicting views are likely to be more susceptible to context 
effects (Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1986). The general principle here which 
has intuitive appeal is that ‘strong’ attitudes are more likely to be more 
stable, that is, less affected by context. Krosnick and Schuman (1988) 
report a series of studies exploring the corollary of this, that is, that the 
responses of people with ‘weak’ attitudes (operationalised in terms of 
attitude intensity, importance and certainty) are less likely to be affected 
by context. Overall they found very limited evidence that this was the 
case. They interpret this in conjunction with other research that did 
provide evidence supporting the link between an attitude strength variable 
and a specific response effect as suggesting that different factors may 
regulate different response effects. Certainly the research of Kunda and 
Fong et ai (1993) in relation to question orientation suggests that 
consistency of self-knowledge imposes constraints on changes in self- 
knowledge.
Interestingly, another factor that may affect the extent to which responses 
are affected by context concerns how obvious the link between the context 
and the target items is. Subtle links are more likely to produce context 
effects while blatant links are more likely to lead to that material being 
rejected or discounted. This effect is generally qualified by an interaction 
with the familiarity of the issue, with the direction of the effect described 
above being reversed when the issue in question is unfamiliar.
One attempt to relate a ‘global’ variable to susceptibility to response 
effects was attempted in relation to education. Schuman and Presser 
(1981) suggest that intuitively it might be expected that the responses of 
less educated people would be more prone to response effects insofar as
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such people may be less informed with less stable attitudes and thus more 
affected by the questioning process. Their data suggested that education 
did not moderate susceptibility to response effects in any systematic 
fashion. A subsequent meta analysis of this data by Narayan and 
Krosnick (1996) questioned this conclusion and suggested, in line with the 
original hypothesis, that lower education was associated with greater 
strength of seven different response effects.
Finally, a study by Rudman and Gonzales et al (1995) raises some 
interesting possibilities about the way in which respondent characteristics 
might relate to differential susceptibility to context effects. Compliers and 
non-compilers on a post renal transplant regimen were questioned about 
their satisfaction with life in general and with their transplant in particular. 
The main finding related to the effect of the general question immediately 
preceding the specific one. An assimilation/carryover effect was expected 
such that the general question would be interpreted in the light of the 
specific one. This was indeed found to be the case for compliant 
respondents, who,
“appear chronically primed to use transplant satisfaction as a 
means of judging their satisfaction with life in general” (p.346).
In contrast, non-compliant respondents,
“successfully disentangled transplant satisfaction from life 
satisfaction, despite the apparent chronic diagnosticity of the 
former” (p.346).
In this way then susceptibility to a question order context effect was 
mediated by an identity related characteristic of the respondents.
3.5 Conclusion: sensitivity and context
in conclusion, it is clear that there is nothing new in the contention that 
responses to questions are affected by the context in which they are 
embedded. As well as noting the nature of some of these context effects 
this review of the literature has noted the way in which the ‘context’ in
47
context effects has been conceptualised. Primarily it is seen to refer to 
‘within survey’ factors such as question order, response options and 
question form. In contrast to this, the literature relating to the way in which 
attitudes are constructed in relation to context draws attention of the 
importance of some broader aspects of context unrelated to the 
questionnaire itself. Although there is considerable evidence for the way 
in which these factors may mediate susceptibility to context effects, the 
nature of this is fragmented and there is littie indication in the literature of 
common themes.
In the light of these findings and the earlier more detailed look at the 
response effects associated with asking sensitive questions, several 
observations can be made that form the springboard for the present series 
of studies.
it is clear that there is considerable evidence of the ways in which attitude 
items in general are affected by context although no attention has been 
given to the way in which this might be mediated by the sensitivity of the 
items. Bearing in mind the different patterns of responses associated with 
high and low sensitive items relating to behaviour, it would thus seem an 
important and worthwhile task to explore the relationship between context 
and sensitive attitude items. In doing this it may be instructive to consider 
broader aspects of context than merely those pertaining to the data 
collection process itself. There are two dimensions to this issue. Firstly to 
explore the ways in which items that vary in their sensitivity are affected 
by context and secondly in relation to the effects of sensitive items when 
they themselves form part of the context.
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4. Chapter Four. What are sensitive questions?
4.1 Introduction
One of the main points emerging from the review of the literature relating 
to sensitivity and response effects (Chapter 2) was that there have been 
few attempts to relate the response effects associated with sensitive 
questions to the extent to which the sample actually find them to be 
sensitive (Barnett, 1998). Such attempts as there have been involve the 
ratings of sensitivity being established on a post hoc basis. Assumptions 
by the researcher as to what and what is not sensitive are problematic in 
that this implicitly minimises any acknowledgment of the context 
dependence of what is considered to be sensitive. Most broadly, 
changing norms in society are likely to be reflected in what is considered 
to be sensitive thus there are likely to be variations across time and across 
different populations. It is unfortunate that where researchers have noted 
that topics may be differentially sensitive to different groups, this has only 
arisen in explanation of what appear to be anomalies in their results. For 
example in a recent study of risk behaviours involving a comparison of 
different modes of interviewing, one inconsistent result was attributed to 
the fact that arguably the behaviour in question (sexual contact with a 
prostitute) was a more sensitive topic than any other male-female sexual 
contacts (Turner, Ku, Rogers, Lindberg, Pleck, & Sonenstein, 1998). (For 
other examples of such post hoc suggestions of variations in sensitivity 
see 2.4.1. and 9.3.1).
It is argued then that before proceeding with any exploration of the way in 
which context might differentially affect responses to questions that vary in 
their sensitivity, it is important to address the question of what - at one 
time and within a particular population - is considered to be sensitive. This 
first study was thus designed to assess the extent to which attitude items
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might differ in their sensitivity, and following on from this to derive a pool of 
items that were considered to be of high and low sensitivity.
Four topics (AIDS, BSE, nuclear power and immigration) were chosen to 
guide the selection of items. The reason for the choice of these was 
twofold. Firstly, they are all related to the concept of risk insofar as they 
might be perceived as being associated with the possibility of negative 
outcomes. It would be possible to locate each of these areas within 
Slovic’s (1987) dimensions of the way in which public perceptions of 
hazard areas are organised in terms of their controllability and 
catastrophic nature. Secondly, in line with the suggestions of Lee (1993), 
this selection of such topics has the potential to move the focus away from 
equating sensitivity with personal and private issues.
The topics were not selected on the basis of being sensitive in and of 
themselves; indeed, within each area a pool of items was initially 
generated that were considered to vary in their sensitivity. These items 
were selected and refined on the basis of informal focus groups and 
media analysis.
As noted earlier, studies that address the way in which response effects 
related to sensitivity might be minimised are not matched by an equivalent 
concern for an adequate theoretical conceptualisation of sensitivity. 
However, where such a concern has been in evidence the concept of 
threat has been central (Sudman & Bradburn, 1974; Lee, 1993) and this 
focus has been adopted within this study. Following Bradburn and 
Sudman (1979) this was operationalised in terms of unease (although a 
five as opposed to four point scale was used to allow for a mid point). 
Information about each item's intelligibility was also obtained to ensure the 
clarity of the selected items thus minimising the possibility of response 
variability being due to the ambiguity of the items (Sudman & Bradburn,
1982). It was considered that particular care would be needed to 
establish the clarity of any highly sensitive items.
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The attention that is being paid to deriving a set of items that might be 
classified as being high and low sensitive by a particular population 
derives from the contention that what is considered to be sensitive is to 
some extent at least, a function of context. A minimal manipulation was 
built into this questionnaire to explore the effect of varying context within 
the population selected. Prior to asking for ratings of unease half the 
participants were also asked four questions to make salient the way that 
they would categorise themselves in relation to each topic area. It was 
hypothesised that ratings of sensitivity would vary between the 
categorised and non-categorised groups. No direction to this prediction 
was specified.
In summary then, the present study has two aims. Firstly to empirically 
derive a set of intelligible high and low sensitivity questions that can be 
used in further work. Secondly to explore whether the presence of 
identity questions at the start of the questionnaire affects subsequent 
ratings of sensitivity.
4.2 Methodology
4.2.1 Participants
A sample of first and second year management studies students at Surrey 
University (n -  132) was selected. There were 54 males and 78 females. 
Their ages ranged from 19 to 36 (median 22). They completed the 
questionnaire within lecture time at the request of their lecturer.
4.2.2 Materials and procedure
A questionnaire was compiled containing 147 items relating to AIDS (n = 
40), immigration (n = 40 ), BSE (n = 34), and nuclear power (n = 33). In 
relation to each item participants were first asked “to indicate how clear
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and unambiguous the meaning of each statement is”. They did this by 
ticking the appropriate boxes on a five point scale ranging from ‘absolutely 
clear’ to ‘totally unclear’. They were then asked to indicate the extent to 
which “responding to it would make you feel uneasy”. This was 
elaborated by saying, “For example, you might feel unease because you 
felt that the statement was intrusive or because it caused you concern or 
gave you offence.” Again participants were asked to tick boxes on a five 
point scale ranging from ‘not at all uneasy’ to ‘extremely uneasy'.
Particular care was taken in the instructions to stress that indications of 
agreement with the items were not required. Pre-pilot work suggested 
that this was an area of potential difficulty and for this reason the full 
response boxes were repeated under every question.
Before these ratings every participant was asked to fill in demographic 
questions relating to age, gender and marital status. Following this half of 
the sample was asked four questions which asked them to categorise 
themselves in ways that related to the four topic areas in question (Do you 
consider yourself to be heterosexual? Are you British? Are you a 
vegetarian? Have you ever been a member of an environmental pressure 
group?)
A full copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix 1. Both sets of 
responses were coded from 1-5; a score of 5 indicating a lack of clarity on 
the first scale and high unease on the second.
4.3 Results
Two main issues were addressed in the analysis. Firstly, whether there 
are differences in sensitivity between the items and secondly whether 
there are any differences in sensitivity ratings between those that did and 
did not receive the identity questions.
First however it should be noted that although exactly half of the sample 
received the identity questions at the start of the questionnaire, the 
distribution across gender was uneven because of the gender composition
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of the sample (Table 1). This difference was trending towards 
significance (%z = 3.13, df = 1, p = .076). The implications of this are noted 
later.
Table 1 : Cross tabulation of gender by group (sample percentages)
MALE FEMALE n
IDENTITY ITEMS 33.3 66.7 66
NO IDENTITY ITEMS 48.5 51.5 66
n
4.3.1 Question sensitivitv
54 78
The main aim of this study was to derive a set of intelligible ‘high 
sensitivity’ and ‘low sensitivity’ items for each topic. In order to do this the 
mean sensitivity score for each item was calculated, and the items were 
ordered on the basis of these. Initially the top (high sensitive) and bottom 
(low sensitive) quartiles of items within each topic were selected.
However several of these items fell in the bottom quartile of the 
intelligibility ratings and were therefore rejected and replaced by the next 
most sensitive items that met this criteria of intelligibility. Bearing in mind 
that the range of intelligibility means was from 1.50 to 2.53 in relation to a 
rating scale that ranged from absolutely clear (1) to extremely unclear (5), 
rejecting items in the lowest quartile (with a mean value of greater than 
1.86) can be considered highly rigorous. In this way 20 items were 
selected in relation to both AIDS and immigration, and 14 in relation to 
both BSE and nuclear power. Half of the items for each topic were ‘high 
sensitive’ and the other half ‘low sensitive’.
In order to establish the extent to which high and low sensitive items could 
be distinguished from each other, composite variables were derived by 
computing the mean sensitivity rating for each set of items. A t-test for 
paired samples indicates that for each topic the ‘high sensitive’ items were 
indeed considered to be significantly more sensitive than the ‘low 
sensitive’ items (Table 2).
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Table 2: Differences between high and low sensitive items.
Content of items ‘High’ X 'Low' X t-value df sig
AIDS 2.55 1.75 11.68 131 .000
Immigration 2.20 1.75 9.21 131 .000
BSE 2.09 1.78 6.32 129 .000
Nuclear power 2.28 1.92 7.80 130 .000
It is clear then that on the criteria used to assess sensitivity i.e. degree of 
uneasiness, there was a clear distinction between high and low sensitive 
questions in each of the four topic areas.
Tables 3-6 show the means and standard deviations for sensitivity and 
intelligibility for the selected items within each topic.
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In order to justify the creation of composite variables based on these ratings 
of sensitivity it was noted that Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for these were 
generally acceptable (see Table 7).
Table 7: Cronbach’s a coefficients for composite sensitivity variables
a
High AIDS .91
Low AIDS .83
High BSE .88
Low BSE .82
High Immigration .91
Low Immigration .84
High Nuclear .83
Low Nuclear .87
4.3.2 Group differences in ratings of sensitivitv
The second aim of the study was to explore whether ratings of unease were 
affected by whether or not participants were asked to indicate their position in 
relation to each of the four topic areas. Bearing in mind the uneven 
distribution of the identity manipulation across gender, the effects of both of 
these variables were assessed in a 2 (male vs. female) by 2 (identity 
questions vs. no identity questions) factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
for high and for low sensitive items.
In order to do this, two composite variables were created to reflect the overall 
(i.e. including all four topic areas) mean rating of unease for high, and/or low, 
sensitive items. As indicated in Table 8 an ANOVA revealed that on the high 
sensitive items there were no differences in the ratings of sensitivity between 
those who did and didn’t receive the identity questions but there was a 
significant difference between males and females. There was no interaction
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effect. The relevant means show that females rated highly sensitive items as 
making them more uneasy (mean = 2.42) than males did (mean = 2.11).
Table 8: Analysis of variance on high sensitive items: gender and identity 
differences
Source of variance SS df MS F P
Identity Group 1.74 1 1.74 2.29 .13
Gender 3.82 1 3.82 5.01 .03
Group by Gender .34 1 .34 .44 .51
Error 97.57 128 .762
The nature of the difference on low sensitive items (see Table 9) was that 
those who received the identity questions said that responding to the items 
made them less uneasy than those that didn't receive the questions (means 
of 1.69 and 1.91 respectively). There was no effect of gender and no 
interaction effect.
Table 9: Analysis of variance on low sensitive items: gender and identity 
differences
Source of variance SS df MS F P
Identity Group 1.54 1 1.54 4.07 .046
Gender .41 1 .41 1.09 .298
Group by Gender .041 1 .041 .10 .74
Error 48.50 128 .379
Taken together these results are not only indicative of the way in which 
ratings of unease are affected by context but are also suggestive of the 
possibility that high and low sensitive items may be differentially affected by 
context.
4.4 Discussion
The ratings of unease and intelligibility enabled a pool of high and low 
sensitive items to be derived in relation to four topic areas. The second 
finding of this study showed that the minimal manipulation of including identity
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questions for half the sample affected the way in which they rated the 
sensitivity of low sensitive items.
Before discussing these findings in more detail, several observations can be 
made about the process of deriving sensitive items and the content of these.
It can be noted again at this point that the focus of this programme of 
research is not upon what it is about an item that makes it of high or low 
sensitivity. The comments being made here are merely offered as a 
commentary on the initial work involved in compiling this questionnaire.
Firstly, the fact that high and low sensitive items were derived in relation to 
each of the chosen topics provides support for the argument that topics are 
not sensitive perse.
Secondly having said that, it was clear that it was harder to generate 
sensitive items in relation to some topics. Specifically, in relation to this 
population at least, it appeared that an area like nuclear power is one where 
attitudes are largely consensual and it is more difficult to generate items that 
are contentious and that may thus prove threatening. In comparison it might 
be considered within a student population that there were clearer ‘pro’ and 
‘anti’ positions about a topic such as immigration. Indeed the awareness of 
the currency of such pro and anti positions may constitute a source of 
sensitivity in and of itself. Certainly, the data reported in Table 2 suggest 
‘between topic differences’ in terms of the clarity of the distinction between 
high and low sensitive items with the AIDS items exhibiting the greatest 
discrepancy.
Thirdly, it is clear from examination of the high sensitive items that few of 
them were of an overtly personal nature. Many relate to socially controversial 
issues with contested institutional and political implications. It can be 
suggested that the quality of the consensus that is held about a particular 
topic, the nature and range of the arguments that are available in relation to
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it, and the way in which it is associated with issues such as blame, control or 
trust will have an effect on what is considered to be sensitive.
A fourth observation that can be made at this stage concerns the existence of 
a relationship between the orientation of an item and its sensitivity. 
Examination of the immigration items reveals that those considered to be 
highly sensitive are generally anti-immigration in tone with the majority of low 
sensitivity items presenting immigration in a positive way, for example by 
stressing the benefits and contribution that immigrants make to the British 
way of life. Obviously this pattern of responses could be inverted: another 
sample might find pro immigration items to be highly sensitive. The possible 
significance of the way in which orientation and sensitivity map on to each 
other is an issue that will be addressed in the next study.
Moving on from these informal observations about the process of generating, 
and the content of, sensitive items, the results in relation to the two main aims 
of the study can be addressed.
4.4.1 Distinguishing between high and low sensitive attitude items
Firstly, the study was successful in deriving sets of high and low sensitive 
items in relation to each of the four topic areas. These can now be used in 
further research on the basis that they have been defined in this way by the 
population in question (at this time). It has been argued that defining item 
sensitivity in this way in advance of their use as dependent variables 
represents an important change from strategies used previously.
4.4.2 Effects of identitv salience
The second aim of this study involved effecting a ‘minimal manipulation' to 
explore whether including four items asking about participants' standing in 
relation to each of the four topic areas affected perceptions of sensitivity. The 
results showed that ratings on low sensitive items were affected by the
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manipulation such that those receiving the identity questions said that 
responding to low sensitive items made them less uneasy. This might 
suggest that being asked to categorise oneself in relevant ways legitimises 
indicating less unease, possibly by making salient or familiar the link between 
self and the topic area. Whatever the process, this manipulation only 
affected the low sensitive items. The fact that there was no effect on high 
sensitive items might suggest that there is a stronger consensus about the 
unease associated with the more sensitive items. It should be noted that 
these differences pertain to simply being asked the identity questions rather 
than reflecting whether or not they were answered or to the nature of the 
answers. The group sizes (e.g. respondents vs. non-respondents; 
vegetarian vs. non-vegetarian) were so uneven that these possibilities were 
not investigated.
In contrast to this, there were differences between the gender groups on high 
sensitive items. Women rated these items as causing more unease. Bearing 
in mind the topic areas being considered, this finding ties in with a number of 
studies in the risk literature that have found that women generally judge risks 
as greater and more problematic than men do (Slovic, 1997).
The reasons for both of these differences can only be a matter for post hoc 
speculation. The main point here though is that variations in the context 
provided by both gender and the identity question manipulation affected 
ratings of sensitivity.
In conclusion then, the results of the first study have produced a pool of high 
and low sensitive questionnaire items that will be used in the following 
studies. Some encouragement has also been provided to explore the ways 
in which context affects responses to sensitive questions.
64
5. Chapter Five. Sensitivity and agreement
5.1 Introduction
The results of the first study showed that it was possible to distinguish 
between ‘high sensitivity’ and ‘low sensitivity' items in relation to four different 
topic areas. A pool of items was compiled that also took into account each 
item’s intelligibility to ensure that the meanings of the selected items were 
clear. This pool of items forms the basis for the second study which 
extended the first in three particular ways. The primary aim is to assess the 
nature of the relationship between sensitivity and agreement. Secondly, the 
effect of making topic related identities salient is explored in relation to 
assessments of sensitivity and agreement. Finally, the opportunity is taken 
to compare the ratings of sensitivity with those obtained in the last study.
5.1.1 Agreement and sensitivitv
The rationale underlying these three aims will now be explored in a little more 
detail. Firstly, why explore the relationship between agreement and 
sensitivity?
Agreement with statements in questionnaires is generally considered to be an 
index of attitudes. These are in turn presumed to be related to outcome 
measures such as behaviour or the intention to behave in particular ways. 
One way in which the possibility of error arises is when, in indexing 
agreement, the researcher is also indexing something that he/she is unaware 
of. Looking at the relationship between agreement and sensitivity will help to 
establish if it is possible that sensitivity might be associated with error in this 
way.
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It is being suggested then that the relationship between agreement and 
sensitivity may have particular consequences for the ways in which survey 
measurement incorporates error. If there is no relationship, or an inconsistent 
relationship, between sensitivity and agreement and both constructs are 
being assessed adequately it would be reasonable to conclude that item 
sensitivity is not a significant feature in determining patterns of responses. If 
this were the case there would be little point in continuing to explore the way 
in which sensitivity might be related to context effects. The second possibility 
is that there is a positive or negative relationship between agreement and 
sensitivity. It is here that the notion of error arises. To the extent that 
agreement overlaps with sensitivity it is possible that a level of agreement 
with an item or set of items that the researcher would consider to be 
indicative of a particular attitude may rather be a function of the sensitivity of 
that item or items. In summary, to the extent that agreement co-varies with 
sensitivity there is a possibility of the “work purporting to do what it does not 
do”, i.e. incorporating error (O'Muircheartaigh, 1997).
It is important to make this assessment in relation to attitude items because if 
findings in relation to sensitive behaviours are reproduced in relation to 
attitudes it is likely that there will be a relationship between agreement and 
sensitivity. As noted earlier in Chapter 2, although some of the underlying 
assumptions can be questioned, there is a clear theme in the literature 
documenting the way in which increases in question sensitivity are related to 
a concomitant increase in the mis-reporting of the associated behaviours.
In exploring the relationship between agreement and sensitivity it is important 
to take into account the way in which the items are oriented to the topic itself. 
It was noted in relation to the first study that it was sometimes easier to 
generate sensitive items when they were oriented to the topic in a particular 
way. It is thus possible that the final set of items that were selected on the
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basis of the sensitivity and intelligibility ratings they were accorded could 
confound sensitivity and orientation by, for example, selecting high sensitive 
items that are oriented to the topic in one way and low sensitive items that 
are oriented to the topic in another way. This would obviously limit any 
conclusions that might be drawn about the relationship between sensitivity 
and agreement. ^
It is clear from the literature reviewed in relation to context effects that the 
orientation of questionnaire items is an important issue in its own right. 
Broader implications of this asymmetry of responding has been the subject of 
recent attention in the literature (Kunda, Fong, Sanitioso, & Reber, 1993; 
Zuckerman, Knee, Miyake, & Hodgins, 1995). Bearing in mind the 
complexity of the way in which orientation on its own can affect question 
responses, it is important in this research to clarify the nature of the 
relationship between sensitivity and agreement, with the aim of ruling out the 
possibility that this might be confounded by the orientation of the question.
5.1.2 Sensitivitv and identitv
Attention can now turn to the second aim of the study, namely to assess the 
effect of manipulating the salience of the topic related identities on responses 
to the high and low sensitive attitude items. There were few differences in 
sensitivity ratings in the first study between those that did and those that 
didn't receive the identity questions using a minimal manipulation (4.3.2). In 
the light of this, in the present study, although continuing to effect the 
manipulation within the questionnaire format, this was extended to include an 
'enhanced' condition that drew particular attention to the importance of the 
ways that people might categorise themselves in relation to the four topic 
areas. It was expected that there would be differences between the 
participants that were not asked any identity questions and those in the 
enhanced condition. Within this design it was possible to explore whether the
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manipulation affected agreement with high and low sensitive items as well as 
assessments of item sensitivity.
In order to check whether the manipulation of the importance of the topic 
related identities was successful, eight check items were Included where 
participants were asked to indicate the importance of different aspects of 
themselves. Four of these concerned the topic related identities and four with 
areas unconnected with the research. It was expected that there would be 
differences between the groups such that those in the ‘enhanced condition’ 
would assign greater importance to the relevant identities than those 
receiving no questions.
5.1.3 Comparing sensitivitv rankings
The final issue to be addressed concerns the degree of consensus that might 
exist in assessments of sensitivity made in the first two studies. On the one 
hand it is being argued that what is sensitive Is not ‘given’ and that definitions 
of sensitivity are likely to some extent to be a function of context and, for 
example, to vary across people, time and situations. However it was also 
expected that there would be a certain amount of continuity in what was 
considered sensitive by a largely homogeneous population for particular 
content areas within a relatively short time span. This study offered an 
opportunity to compare the way in which items were designated as being of 
high or low sensitivity across the first two studies. Some indication can thus 
be gained of the confidence with which these items can be referred to as 
being of high or low sensitivity.
In summary then, the present study has three aims:
® to explore whether there are differences in the variability of agreement 
between ‘high sensitive’ and ‘low sensitive’ Items
® to assess the effect of answering identity questions on the agreement with 
high sensitive’ and ‘low sensitive’ items
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• to compare the rankings of item sensitivity obtained in the first two studies.
5.2 Methodology
5.2.1 Participants
A sample of first and second year management studies students at Surrey 
University (n = 177) was selected. There were 25 males and 151 females 
(and one missing value). Their ages ranged from 17 to 46 (median 21). They 
completed the questionnaire within lecture time at the request of their 
lecturer. Bearing in mind the arguments that have been made about the 
context dependence of sensitivity, in this and the remaining studies of this 
research, first and second year Arts students were sampled in order to 
maintain comparability with participants in the initial study who were used to 
derive the pool of high and low sensitive items.
5.2.2 Materials and procedure
A questionnaire was compiled using the 68 high and low sensitive items 
derived from the first study (see Table 3 to Table 6). Following the questions 
relating to basic demographic information (gender, age and marital status), 
there was an identity manipulation in relation to each topic area . One third of 
the participants were given no identity questions (‘no identity'), one third were 
asked the same identity questions as Study One (‘basic identity'), and for the 
remaining third, an attempt was made to increase the salience of those 
identity questions (‘enhanced identity’). This was done by prefacing the 
questions with the following statement,
“ We would now like you to answer four questions that are more 
personal, about yourselves and the groups to which you belong.
Some people prefer not to answer these sorts of questions because
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they feel such group memberships are very important parts of their 
lives and often lead to disagreements and conflicts. Even so, we hope 
you will answer these questions because these group memberships do 
have an effect on the way in which people think”.
(For a full copy of the questionnaire see Appendix 2).
Participants were first asked to rate their agreement with each attitude item 
on a five point scale ranging from ‘strongly agree' to ‘strongly disagree’. 
Following this, ratings of the sensitivity of each item were elicited. Again this 
was on a five point scale which ranged from not at all uneasy’ to ‘extremely 
uneasy.’ Instructions explaining the nature of this task were given and 
participants were asked not to refer back to their agreement responses but 
rather to give their ‘gut reaction'.
At the end of the questionnaire there was a manipulation check where 
participants were asked to indicate the importance of eight aspects of 
themselves. Four of these related specifically to the topic related identities 
upon which people had been asked to categorise themselves (sexuality, 
eating habits, nationality and environmental awareness) and four were not 
(i.e. political awareness, fitness, gender and ethnicity).
5.3 Results
5.3.1 Comparing sensitivitv rankings
Before reporting the results relating to the two main aims of this study, 
information about the sensitivity of the items being used can be given, to 
supplement the findings of the first study.
The mean ratings of unease associated with each item were ordered in a 
similar way in this study as in the last. For example, in the bottom third of the
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sensitivity ratings (22 items) there is only one item that was not previously 
categorized as being of low sensitivity. Similarly, in the top third of ratings, 
there is only one item that was not previously categorized as being highly 
sensitive. The results would suggest that at that time and for the population 
and content areas in question, the items can be considered to represent a 
fairly stable pool that can be considered to reliably differentiate between what 
is considered to be of high and of low sensitivity. It can also be noted from a 
comparison of Tables 3-6 with Tables 11-16 that in the present study the 
mean unease associated with each item, although ordered similarly is almost 
invariably higher.
5.3.2 Agreement and sensitivitv
The main aim of this study was to explore the relationship between 
agreement and sensitivity. This question was initially addressed in relation to 
the correlations between the sensitivity and agreement ratings. These are 
summarized in Table 10 and presented in relation to individual items in 
Tables 11 -16.
In the light of these results it would appear that there is a clear relationship 
between agreement and sensitivity. The direction of the correlations are 
almost always positive (i.e. for 88.2% of the items), thus, bearing in mind the 
direction in which the variables are scored, (low scores indicate low unease 
and agreement and high scores indicate high unease and disagreement), the 
general trend is that agreement is related to low sensitive items and 
disagreement with high sensitive items. These correlations are statistically 
significant for 64.7% of the items. There are generally a greater number of 
significant correlations for the high sensitive items and the correlation 
coefficients for these items are generally higher. This would appear to 
indicate that there is a particularly strong relationship between sensitivity and 
agreement in relation to high sensitive items. It is also evident that this
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pattern is most clearly exemplified within the content areas that contained 
items rated as most sensitive, that is, AIDS and immigration.
Table 10: Correlations between agreement and sensitivity within each topic area
Aids 
(20 items)
Immigration 
(20 items)
Nuclear power 
(14 items)
BSE 
(14 items)
High Low High Low High Low High Low
Items with positive 
correlations
10 9 10 10 6 5 5 5
Items with significant 
positive correlations
9 4 9 7 6 5 1 3
However, this picture as it stands is too simplistic. It could be that this 
apparent relationship between agreement and sensitivity is a function of the 
orientation of the item to the topic. This issue needs to be resolved in order 
that further studies that explore how agreement with differentially sensitivity 
items are affected by context can clearly determine whether any significant 
effects are likely to be attributable to sensitivity, their orientation to the issue, 
or to some interaction between sensitivity and orientation.
(OE
co
9<I1
aIi■DCCO
"c(D1
2IXI
04=1
O
0 )
X I
H
CO
co
LUCO
LU§
ë
S
co
010t
d)5t1w
co
03 03 03 03 -teC C C C  î
O C33 00 03 OCO 03 T -  OCJ3 CO OJ o
Ë
8o
g
800
03C
1X
'o
03Cco"OI
■§
t■g03
O
sIX 3
:QCO
§Q .
%
co
0)îs0 ) 03
1 1
CD 03II
O > 03 mIiiii
r 
2
f  
£
gI
co
03 "oE ^o  CD 
1 1
g
01
X
03Ç
mX
ooXco
CDI S<jx:c _ço8  X2  g. 
2 2
l i li i î
iZJ
0
s1 I
CL
O CO 
O
1c
03C
CD t=J
2  (D
<S Ë
■o
”  8
ro roII§1
P
l 5 l
0 3  ig  
CD
s |(0  ^  
0 3  COI i
"S  03II
!
2co
E
G
"g8
co
03C
(Ôo
8X
§o
8 i LO00 ip lO  CD C33 03 P  CNJ 1 8 8p i
52 w 00 LO h - LO CD M- o CMco N LO lO CD N N LO CD CO
C30 3 ; o CO 00 CD LO CDcq p p CO C33 CM p CO WT-‘ CD
co çy LD LO N  T - CO CO 00 C35CX3 o p CM CM es p CO CDcvi c\i c\i CM CM CM
N CD CD 03 CD O co co CON - N M . CD N  M- M- N CD
N . 03 h - LO CO CM 00 CDp 00 00 00 P  CM p S q C33o o CD T - CD CD
p CO CM ■M" C33 03 CD h - N -CD P CD CD T - CM r». CM
CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM
co
03
1î
03Iqî
2  o E
ooE
i
X  X.Ç2Îlll
COh-
I
CO
9<Isz
.S>sz
a
>
1CO
•Oc
CDII£§>I
0
1Ô
(N
ajd
g
Ë>
b
COzLUCO
CO
LU
2LULU
0 :s
s sc\i cvi
CD N  h- M
I
Ic3■Î2
CO
9<
enç0)Q.8
I■O
CD
$5
CDw
I
g
«g
|5
8o ooo ooo il CM
CDN lON inh- CM h -  CD ID
N CD C3î OCM CO CM C3 CO
CO CO 'cr T|- CO
%- CM CO O )
CO CM
1 s  -%
■— p .
3(0
(DX5
I
II■Oi
O )I-C
cCDEI
CD3"O
(/)
S
CO 2  o CD
< g 
1 ) ^
1 1  II
CD CO ■Q Q5 <
8  I
IZ  
3
CO 
9  <
3O
•g
CD
%E
X -Î2 
CD (0  , CD CDil
O  O)
Z 'c0
CD
WJC
CO
9<
>x:
1
CD
Q . W
0)1.-gil
Ë ' ®i lc  CD
I
CD 0)
l - l
| |
CO CD
ï |
CD c  
1 1
5
8 EŒ £
>
X E8 ‘o
m
g 1c CDE
go
CD
O
® "tob CDo Ç )
COO ro
c CD.2 £ro >»
•5(0 1
3(0 . 2
2
o8
O  05 
CM CM % 1 8
ID  T -  lO  X—
o  oT f  CD
CD
g 1
O C35 CO CD xT N X ±CD CD h - CD lO lO xd- CD in CD
^  C35 co O ID CO X— 00 COCM CO in iq  CO CO tn
t— X— T—’ T " x —
CM T— T— CM X “ o xj- X f
X— o CM CO CD 00 CO
CO CO CO CO CO CM cvi cô
CM 05 CM 00 o CD CO C35
O  q 05 q 05 P p  X - ; 05 00
d o d Z d d
T -  C3)
CM
CO T f
CD
■gE
CDX5
1OX :(0II
Æ  CO =  Qil
i l
E wIII
S
wEâ
§1.S>EEIiOTI
£
a -1
CO
s(O
■aI
0
ien
CD
c
0I0JQ
01
Oo
CO
OùJOro
m
I
CO
ZUJCO
V-ggLU
0 :S
2
3It
8
V)
c I î
s § §CO o  o
g CN (N 
C 3î l O  C O  
C D  O  <35 
O  C O  CO
O8 o8 oo oo
Ë
r».NT)-
O 00 CD <35o CD G ) CM CDoo 00 CD rv CDCO CM CM CM O
C O  O  T -  
h -  IV .  C D
SCD 00 C35CM
8
oCO
s NCD S
T -  O
CM C35 OO 00 CO CM CDCM O CM | v - CM C35 00
CM CM CM X - CM T - X—
O ) CDO
CM
CD CD CDN hv [V. I:: CD1^ C Dr v . h -rv.
LO OO CD CM O <35 CO CDOO 05 q q 05 CJ5 05X— <3 O T-^ <3 O d
tv.
| v .
CD
CM CM CM 'M- 05 CM 00 CDIV. IV . CD CM CD 00 rv IV . OO
CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM
ro■D
5
.E
5
CD c
CD
E_g)
lIJZro.52
co
0
CO
1 > , g
SB 2iiL_=  c 0 c c <  LU =  CD CD
i l
f i■pI 8■S^
^  CDm 0D: .Q
I I
-E .E
r a  CD
Ia .
c
.9I
§
.-Ë
i i
c8I0CL
1
t3IC0I
gICD
E
*01
CO.9•a 0) 0
0  =  CD
5
aTDC0
U)
> z:
w
g .9jz
S  C3) Ë
i l l
^  “B f
- I l0 •— 
.2 )E
0  
0  
E  
0
s iII
iiSB 2  
c  0  2  o .9> -|=
î l
0I
.EI
Ë
8
8
8
CDO
8
h -rv.
8
o
C M
1 1  IIII
I l  a
2
3
OJZ0
.E
0
11I I
11IIf  Ë 
0 0î lQ. 0
Lf3
hv.
EM
c01 I IU3C
00JZOî
a
■ >0
g0
■ac0
c
0E
l
gIXJ0c0
ï
1oü
0X3
CO
05 O CM X t CD O 00 05CM q q CO CM CO CM q
' f - r - X - X“ ‘ X— X - ' X— x - ‘
I—S
3
S
S
O
S
ooo
05 CD 0505 00 |v- 05x j- CD I"'. COCM CM CO
§o
COCOoCO
ooo
i
i
i
ooo
i
8 8 ÎÏ5 8 8 8
O |v CDCO CO CO
CM CM CM
IDtv. IDN IV.|v. rvIV . IV .O )
CM
05 <35 IV . ID ID CMq 0 0 q q 05 q
X -’ d T -* T - ' d T -^
3
CM
•co
§■■o8
1
■Eo 0 0 j= 0IIîl0 û.
0 jQ 0c 0
si-lE  .w VI
°III0 cë  ®s î§ §
i & i
I
1
0
2
i.£2■o
10JZ0
0E
1Ui
0
E p
c  o c2 XJ 
0
01
i i0 00 0
o ■£ EII!
» ï  
° :  
% :
il
fil2 -s 5ill
ë : Q .
î't
20
Ë.oI
1.5
E
l î
0 gî l
I I
i'< g
f  5
Ooo
sCO
0c
CO
s
CO
i
s
s
s
CM
CD CO CM CD CO CD CMCD ID IV. CD CD
CM CM cm’ CM CM CM CM
IV .
IV .
h-1^
oo
CO 05 ID IV CM <35CO <35 N 00 05 CD CM
CO CO CM CM CM cm’ CO CO
23o■8
Ë'
£
Bc22)EE
îw 0
i lI I
■g i
1II0 0 
:Ë '£2 ‘S
£  D )
3 - i
l !
Il0 0 J3 GL
CDrv.
E
a
LUCOCQ
a
ii■ocCD
c
CDIg
ijQI1io
O
ib
_0
.CD
i
Oo
g
È>
bCOgCO
o CO 00 en LO enCD LO LO ID CD to s
"■
CM O fv C33 CO CM CD(<) CM CO CN q q
CD 00 o O CM en COq CM o (N CN
CM X - CM CM CM CM CM
LU3Sg
LO T - ■M- LO . r - CMCMq q en q X—
X - d x-^ x -^ d X-" x-^
LO X—
0 î 0 0 0c î c c CLO g x t x t OOw o CM COq LO 00
CD CD |v (V.
Ë Ë
t  0 ■o £IIc 0 
£  c  
E o
5 8 t0 Ëil
% O lOLO CD CDCO ioLO O O
O
8
gCM
CD CD ID IV N N
00 rv CM LO CM CD rv00 CD 00 oo x f CO CD
CM CO cm’ CM CM CO CM
îl
£ c  0  «=
0
%  .QË gi î
HI I
o |
«  CL 
0 0
1 11|| D) JC g
•B E E 0 0 0 0 --------------
=  olit
f i sîlllitË!î!
S I ?
l î
11o  ^0  T3
3  IIII
a 0.E|l ° 
£  £  0îll
9 JS
o o  X - en X— CM 00CD CD rv LO CD CD LO
x f |v  CD o X -  00 COq q  CM q CM CM q
X—  X— X— T —
CO ■Xf lO o |v  LO rvCO CO CM CO xj- CO en
CM CM CM CM CM CM CM
CM 00 Tf o O) 00 enq 00 O q q en enX- d  X-’ X- d  d d
CO
0 0 0 0 0c c c: C c
CD CM LO O 00CM CD tv CO CDen rv O o CM
8 8
I^î: fe |V  LOtv  S -
00 99 "M- ■M- O CMIO CD CD en rv
CO CM CM CM CM CO
IsI
CD O
- -  % 0 O uIIIillillZL 0B!r i bQ- o  Cû
.Ë
2
8IiCL
g
T3
O0  LU 
0)COi l
.£2 5|1
0  EI I
K  8
IjQIEI 
8
O  LU 
c  .c0  .t::
•o  $
i l-  EII
o
LU 5  CO 0  CÛ Q. ^I0  LU 0§^i
§ .*S  O)0 Z £
i l l
Ëg
00 CD00 00 00x f 00 00o o
o00
CO
0 £I
î ëII
, 1 1X) O) LU 
0  0  CO
I I I
rvrv.
II
Ü3C
I(/)I
■oc
CD
"c
E
O )
CDI
C/3C
0•4=1
CD
0)
Î
“II
CO
O  00 CD CD
C:::
0II
0  ±=
1 1CL JZ$1U 0
0 E 08%c Ë
0  ê 
p I
i sI I
8
CO x t CDCO x t COCD CDCM 0
CM
I
10Oo i ëcn00
|VCD
O ) O ) 0 CM
2 q q
8 I ID00q
tv x f CDCD CO ID
cn 0 0CO X - CO
X—
0 CO 00 IDCM x t CO x t
CM CM CM CM
|v
CM
s
CM CM
h -tv P: CD(V fe
cn CD CD COcn q IV 00d d d d
cn 
O’o  o
00 0 tv CD O)q CD q ID ID
X— CM X— CO CM
d
P!
CM
0
0cnc0TOIIID 3 0
Os
20s
0«
0
€  s  
o 0| l
O cI I  
s |
i I 
0  =  
£  0  c £  
0  g )IfJZ a.
•s  ^JZ
I I Ii l li-ffisgÜ  Ü  0
*-> 0I I1!
O
0 3  O
§5C•s
2oE
.  g 
£2 0
o
20  cn c  0 TO
0£1D0IQ .
sg
1I
"0
0
0
0 0 § III
s>i
8  I
2 0II c H
0 0>TO0 c00 ÜD > »
Z EC3) «♦—
E 0
£
3
0
0 5s
0 0jd Ixi
>» 0E E
8
:c (/)
$
C s
0 ' sT5
20
i
CD
8o
I
8o oo
oCD 8 8
Ë8 8
CM |v CO00 ID CO CO05 CD x tCO CM 0 CM
xj-CD
x t 0 05 0 <35 CO 00CO CO X— CO x t x t
0 CO CO | V 05 x t 05ID CD CO CD CD rv 0
CM CM CM CM CM CM CO
CD ID CD ID ID CD |vI V |v rv tv rv rv rv
ID 0 CM CO x t 000 00 I V 05 05 cn tv
0 0 0 0 <3 <3
x t CM 0 ID 05 <35 COx t CD CM CO CD CD
CM CO CM CO CO CM x t
00h v
0 00 0
Q. 0
0 y=i/i —IISI0  JZ 0 -a   0 lL  0
In order to resolve this issue and to clarify the respective roles of 
sensitivity and orientation in relation to agreement, it is necessary to 
allocate items to each of the cells in Table 17 below.
Table 17: Possible combinations of item sensitivity and orientation
SENSITIVITY
ORIENTATION High Low
Pro 1 2
Anti 3 4
To establish the validity of the relationship between agreement and 
sensitivity noted above, the expectation is that there would be differences 
in agreement scores between high and low sensitive items that were 
oriented to the topic in the same way. No differences would be expected 
when comparing the agreement ratings of items of similar sensitivity but of 
a different orientation. Thus in terms of the cells in Table 17, testing this 
would involve four separate comparisons.
« Comparing pro and anti items within high sensitivity (i.e. 1 and 3)
9 Comparing pro and anti items within low sensitivity ( i.e. 2 and 4)
If the observed relationship between sensitivity and agreement cannot be 
explained in terms of the orientation of the items neither of these 
comparisons should be significant.
® Comparing high and low sensitive items that are pro (1 and 2)
® Comparing high and low sensitive items that are anti (3 and 4)
These comparisons hold the orientation constant and vary the sensitivity. 
Here the expectation is that there will be differences.
These predictions were tested in relation to the immigration items as these 
were the strongest exemplars of the relationship between agreement and 
sensitivity (see Table 17). The immigration items were classified as 
indicated in Table 18.
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Table 18: Classification of immigration items in relation to orientation and 
sensitivity
Low sensitivity - pro:
Britain should be a place that welcomes residents of all nationalities
Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of 
life
Immigrants that have settled In Britain have enriched its culture
Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can 
provide
People who are against immigration are too short-sighted to see the ways 
in which it enriches British culture
People who are refused entry to Britain should always have the right of 
appeal
Low sensitivity - anti:
All immigrants to this country should have to learn English
Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today
Britain should have tighter immigration controls
Having strict limits on immigration is perfectly reasonable
High sensitivity - pro:
People who are refused entry to Britain should always have the right of 
appeal
My parents would be quite happy to live in an area where immigrants 
were placed
People who support tightening of the immigration laws are generally racist
High sensitivity - anti:
Public officers should be trained to identify and report those suspected of 
being illegal immigrants
Relaxing immigration laws is likely to have an adverse effect on the 
quality of education available to my children
The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe
Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health 
Service
It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British 
people who haven’t got jobs
All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants
If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that 
are culturally similar
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Thus these items are distributed across the cells of Table 17 as indicated 
below in Table 19.
Table 19: Cell frequencies of immigration items by sensitivity and orientation
SENSITIVITY
ORIENTATION High Low
Pro 3 6
Anti 7 4
Four composite variables were thus computed representing the mean 
agreement score for the items in each cell. A paired t-test was then 
carried out for each of the four comparisons outlined above.
As predicted, the comparison of the items that were different in sensitivity 
and similar in orientation were both significant. Pro immigration items that 
varied in their sensitivity had significantly different agreement scores (t = 
6.72, df 176, p = .000. High sensitive mean: 3.01; low sensitive mean: 
2.63). Similarly, mean agreement with high sensitive anti immigration 
items was significantly different from low sensitive anti immigration items 
(t = 10.19, df 176, p = .000 with means of 3.05 and 2.66 respectively).
Complementing this finding, the two comparisons of the items that were 
similar in sensitivity and different in orientation yielded non significant 
results. The mean agreement score of the high sensitive - anti items was 
not significantly different from the high sensitive - pro items (t = .47, df 
176, p = .639 with means of 3.05 and 3.01 respectively). Similarly, the 
mean agreement score of the low sensitive - anti Items was not 
significantly different from the low sensitive - pro items (t = -.26, df 176, p = 
.795 with means of 2.66 and 2.63 respectively).
These results illustrate the way in which the magnitude of agreement 
varied between high and low sensitive items and not between pro and anti 
orientation and thus add weight to the importance of the relationship 
observed between agreement and sensitivity. It would appear that this 
relationship is not explicable in terms of the orientation of the items.
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5.3.3 Sensitivity and identity
The second aim of the present study related to whether the identity 
manipulation affected agreement and sensitivity ratings.
5.3.3.1 Agreement
Two composite variables were created by calculating the mean score of all 
the high sensitive items and of all the low sensitive items. A one-way 
ANOVA was carried out on each variable to see if there were any 
differences between the three identity conditions. In relation to agreement 
with both high and low sensitive items there was no effect of identity. In 
an attempt to shed some light on these results the topic areas were 
considered separately. When this was done there were significant main 
effects of the identity manipulation on the high sensitive AIDS items (F = 
4.56  ^ p = .011) and the high sensitive BSE items (F = 5.72 p = 
.004). As far as the low sensitive items were concerned there was a main 
effect of the identity manipulation on the BSE items (F = 3.36 p = 
.037).
Unfortunately examination of the means does not indicate that these are 
due to any consistent effect of the identity manipulation. Firstly, none of 
the differences were between the groups that had no identity questions 
and those for whom the salience of the questions was enhanced, which is 
where the main differences were predicted. Secondly, the direction of the 
difference varied on the high sensitive AIDS and BSE items.
5.3.32 Sensitivity
Again two composite variables were created by calculating the mean 
sensitivity rating of the items previously designated as being of high 
sensitivity and of low sensitivity. There was no effect of the identity 
manipulation on either high or low sensitive items, nor was there any 
effect when the topic areas were considered separately.
Because of the largely homogeneous composition of the sample and the 
consequent discrepancy between the group sizes of those answering YES
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and NO to each identity question, the issue of whether responses to the 
identity items (as opposed to merely receiving the identity manipulation) 
related to the patterns of sensitivity or agreement was not addressed. 
There was a similar discrepancy in relation to the gender composition of 
the sample (see 5.2.1.) and thus its effect on agreement and sensitivity 
ratings was also not addressed.
5.3.3.3 Manipulation checks
Thirdly, one-way ANOVA’s indicated no differences between the identity 
groups on any of the eight manipulation check variables nor were any 
orderly or consistent patterns evident in relation to examination of the 
group means. To explore whether the high percentage of responses that 
fell in the ‘extremely important’ and ‘important’ categories might be 
obscuring differences between the groups, for each manipulation check 
variable the frequencies of the rating scale responses were cross­
tabulated with the three identity manipulation categories. Again there was 
no evidence of a greater trend of the responses of the salient’ identity 
category towards ‘extremely important’ on any of the variables.
5.4 Discussion
The main aim of the present study was to establish the nature of the 
relationship between agreement and sensitivity. The results suggested 
that highly sensitive items are generally associated with low agreement 
and, to a lesser extent, that low sensitive items are associated with high 
agreement. The possibility that this relationship was a function of the 
orientation of the items to the issue was ruled out. Secondly, this study 
slightly refined the form of identity questions presented at the beginning of 
the questionnaire and predicted an effect of this manipulation on 
assessments of agreement and sensitivity. There was no substantial or 
consistent evidence for this. Finally, the ratings of unease that were given 
generally confirmed the designation of items as being of high or low 
sensitivity.
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5.4.1 Comparing sensitivity rankings
On this last point, the way in which the ratings of sensitivity were very 
similar to those obtained in the first study suggests that these items can 
be considered for the population in question to be exemplars of high and 
low sensitivity. It was noted that the magnitude of unease expressed was 
generally higher in this study. It would seem reasonable, if speculative, to 
suggest that one reason for this may have been that people had first been 
asked to indicate their agreement. If this is the case, it is relevant to 
studies like those reported by Brad burn and Sudman (1979) where the 
researchers’ assignments of item sensitivity are confirmed by participants 
after completing questions about how frequently they have performed 
those behaviours. The main point here however is that across two 
different samples at two different times the relative ordering of item 
sensitivity remained essentially unchanged.
5.4.2 Agreement and sensitivity
The primary aim of this study was to explore the nature of the relationship 
between sensitivity and agreement. The correlations between each Item’s 
agreement and sensitivity ratings indicated that there was generally an 
association between agreement and low sensitive items with a stronger 
relationship between highly sensitive items and disagreement. Care was 
taken to rule out the possibility that these results were purely a function of 
the orientation of the items to the topic. It is not the purpose of this 
research to explore the reasons why sensitivity and agreement are aligned 
in this way. In the present context the first important point is that there is 
a relationship: the magnitude of agreement is related to the sensitivity of 
the attitude items in a way that would appear to be largely independent of 
the orientation of the items. The second point to be noted here is the 
direction of the relationship such that more highly sensitive items are 
generally associated with disagreement. It can also be noted that the 
strength of the relationship varies: the association between high sensitive
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items and disagreement is stronger than that between agreement and low 
sensitive items.
This relationship between sensitivity and agreement has implications for 
the way in which survey research is interpreted. For example, imagine a 
scale where half of the items were highly sensitive and the other half less 
sensitive. The results of the present study would suggest that in relation 
to the first set of items disagreement would in part be registered as a 
reflection of the relationship between agreement and sensitivity. In 
contrast, the other items would be less likely to predicate agreement levels 
on the basis of their sensitivity. The result would be that the individual 
would register a less positive overall score because of the stronger 
relationship between sensitivity and agreement exemplified In some of the 
items.
It is not being said that the effect of this is that the ‘real’ attitude is not 
being measured. If attitudes are considered to be on the spot construals 
(Wilson & Hodges, 1992) it is equally the case that sensitivity is related to 
agreement to a greater extent with some items. From both perspectives it 
is possible that item sensitivity can prejudice the outcome of surveys 
simply because sensitivity as well as agreement is being measured and 
thus there are particular processes at work within the survey situation that 
are generally not acknowledged but that have particular effects.
A further implication of the relationship between agreement and sensitivity 
is that it provides a baseline from which to consider the way in which 
changes in the context might differentially affect the agreement associated 
with high and low sensitive items. This is explored in greater detail in 
Chapter 7.
Obviously these findings beg the question as to how the issue of the 
context effects associated with item sensitivity should be addressed. At 
this point it would seem to be clear that a necessary first step in this 
process is to establish what the sensitivity of the questionnaire items are 
within a particular situation. This then allows for the possibility of
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Introducing some sort of correction or weighting to allow for the way in 
which responses have been affected by the sensitivity of the items. This 
issue will be dealt with in more detail later.
5.4.3 Sensitivitv and identitv
In relation to the second aim of the study, it would appear that the identity 
manipulation was not successful in that there were no differences between 
the groups on the manipulation check. Similarly, there were no 
differences between the groups in their ratings of item sensitivity. As far 
as agreement ratings are concerned, although there were differences 
between the three identity conditions in relation to BSE and AIDS these 
were neither internally consistent nor related to the predictions that were 
made.
The lack of success of the identity manipulation and the absence of its 
effect on the manipulation check raises the issue of the role of 
manipulation checks and the conclusions that can be drawn from the 
presence of an apparently successful or unsuccessful check. This issue is 
not a central theme of this research. However, it is relevant to the 
interpretation of the studies reported in the following Chapters and the 
reader is thus referred to a full discussion of issues relating to the 
interpretation of manipulation checks in a separate paper in Appendix 6.
It seems evident that in order to take a clearer look at the way in which 
changes in the context of the questionnaire affect responses to high and 
low sensitive attitude items it will be necessary to refine and strengthen 
any manipulations of the salience of identity that are made. Some 
indications of how this might be done can be seen in the literature in this 
area.
In recent years an important perspective on the conditions and processes 
responsible for increasing the salience of group classifications has been 
provided by Self Categorization Theory (SCT) (Turner, 1987; Oakes, 
Haslam, & Turner, 1994). The theory builds on past research into social 
group membership salience and in particular on what are considered as
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conceptual and empirical shortcomings in the ‘distinctiveness hypothesis’ 
which uses salience to refer to the ‘perceptual prominence of relevant 
cues’ (Oakes, 1987 , p.119). In contrast SCT uses salience to refer to a 
categorization’s current psychological significance and it hypothesises that 
the salience of a categorization can be predicted in terms of its 
‘accessibility’ and ‘fit’. Given the relative neglect of the concept of 
‘accessibility’ (this refers to the likelihood of particular social categories 
being activated), the focus on ‘fit’ relates to specifying the properties of a 
stimulus that increase the likelihood of an in-group/out-group 
categorization as opposed to a personal one. There are two aspects to 
this. Using the principle of meta-contrast, comparative fit means that,
“a given categorization is likely to form or become salient to the 
extent that differences within categories are less than differences 
between those categories in the comparative context.” (Oakes, 
Haslam, & Turner, 1994 , p.117).
The second aspect is normative fit where the categorization process 
makes sense of the social meanings/content associated with particular 
categorizations and this will vary in relation to the comparative context.
Stemming from the operation of these principles, the degree to which self 
as a member of a group is salient is seen as a function of the nature and 
clarity of a relevant in-group/out-group comparison. Oakes (1987) reviews 
some of the evidence for this that can be used to provide practical 
recommendations about heightening the salience of particular identities.
Firstly, the strength of with in-group identification is enhanced in the 
context of intergroup conflict (Myers, 1962; Brown & Williams, 1984). This 
has been experimentally manipulated by varying the context (‘frame of 
reference’) within which judgments are made (Haslam, Turner, Oakes, & 
McGarty, 1992; Haslam & Turner, 1992). Secondly, even in a conflict-free 
situation, variations in salience are related to contextual variations in the 
relative clarity of a categorization. Brown and Turner (1979) suggest a 
motivational explanation (i.e. the need to maintain positive self-esteem) for
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the bias that was heightened when categorizations were criss-crossed. 
Finally, between-group differences are more salient in the context of 
collective rather than individual encounters (Doise, 1978; Wilder, 1978).
Early social psychological research is more pragmatic in suggesting ways 
in which the salience of group membership can be manipulated. For 
example, in a study by Charters and Newcomb (1952) the salience of 
religious group memberships was manipulated by “heightening the 
individual's awareness of his membership in the specified group by vivid 
reminders of this membership” (p.415). Such reminders might include 
telling participants that they were there to represent a particular group or 
getting them to publicly identify with a group.
In the light of the failure of the manipulation of identity salience it has been 
suggested that future studies that manipulate this aspect of context should 
embody these principles in order to maximise or minimise the salience of 
any particular identity.
In conclusion then, this study has highlighted the relationship between 
agreement and sensitivity. The nature of this is generally such that highly 
sensitive items are associated with low agreement and low sensitive items 
with relatively high agreement. The results indicated that sensitivity can 
be an important component of response patterns in a way that Is largely 
independent of the orientation of the items. The lack of success of the 
manipulation of identity has been noted. In the light of this it has been 
suggested that in future work identity salience should be operationalised 
and manipulated in relation to the principles that have been identified in 
the relevant literature.
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6. Chapter Six. Manipulating sensitivity
6.1 Introduction
The results of the first two studies have indicated that it is possible to 
distinguish between questionnaire items in terms of their sensitivity and 
that these variations in sensitivity relate in an orderly way to patterns of 
agreement. This indicates that sensitivity is an important component of 
responses to attitude items. Thus far this has been explored in relation to 
items representing what might be termed ‘naturally occurring sensitivities’. 
Before exploring the way that these are subject to context effects, the 
present study will approach the issue of sensitivity in questionnaires in a 
different way.
The aim of this study is to assess whether it is possible to manipulate 
sensitivity. This issue will be addressed in relation to topic as opposed to 
item sensitivity. However, if such a manipulation proves to be feasible, 
manipulations of sensitivity could be included within experimental studies, 
particularly those embedded within surveys (Gaskell, Wright, & 
O’Muircheartaigh, 1995) to explore the way in which item sensitivity might 
interact with other variables to affect outcome measures.
6.1.1 Sensitivitv and risk
One area where such a manipulation might usefully be attempted is within 
the psychometric paradigm of risk perception (Slovic, Fischhoff, & 
Lichtenstein, 1985; Slovic, 1987). Essentially the thrust of research in this 
area is that lay assessments of risks are related in orderly ways to a 
number of risk characteristics. In the context of the present research it 
seemed feasible that the sensitivity of a number of the risk characteristics, 
relating as they do to uncertainty and the possibility of negative outcomes, 
might be attenuated or amplified with an appropriate manipulation.
89
Having established this aim in relation to extending an understanding of 
the way in which sensitivity operates, the scope of this study was further 
enlarged to explore the extent to which individual difference variables 
affect assessments of risk characteristics. This interest stems from a 
concern that, within the psychometric paradigm, risk characteristics are 
considered to be fixed qualities of a particular hazard that are essentially 
stable across individuals. This has been questioned from different 
perspectives and attention drawn to the importance of understanding the 
variability between individuals in their assessments of risk characteristics.
In the light of this, in addition to the manipulation of sensitivity, the present 
study was designed to explore the possibility that individual differences in 
trait anxiety, risk experience and the proclivity to take risks, are associated 
with differences in the way that hazards are located in relation to risk 
characteristics (Stober, 1997; Myers, Henderson-King, & Henderson-King, 
1997). Of course this design also allows for the possibility that the 
manipulation of sensitivity might interact with these individual difference 
variables in some way. This was potentially of particular interest in 
relation to the measure of trait anxiety. Bradburn and Sudman (1979) 
consider the relationship between acute anxiety (believed to be felt by 
respondents when faced with threatening questions) and chronic or trait 
anxiety, hypothesising that,
“respondents with high chronic-anxiety scores distort responses
significantly more than those with low scores" (p.78).
This was drawn from the suggestion of Spielberger (1972) that 
participants with high chronic anxiety would perceive events as more 
threatening than an objective evaluation would suggest them to be. The 
data revealed an interaction effect such that trait anxiety only affected 
responses to low sensitive questions where, by definition, acute anxiety 
has a minimum effect.
16 risk activities were chosen by the researcher to be explored in the 
present study. They had either been used in previous research or were
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considered on the basis of the pilot work for Study 1 to reflect current 
public concerns. These activities were specifically selected on the basis of 
the assessment of the researcher that exposure to them was either 
voluntary or involuntary in nature. This designation of risk activities was 
subsequently checked against participants' assessments of voluntariness. 
Grouping activities in this way was done for two main reasons. Firstly, the 
quality of voluntariness, that is the extent to which one chooses to expose 
oneself to risk situations, becomes particularly relevant when considering 
assessments of risk characteristics in relation to past behaviours and the 
anticipation of future behaviours. The effects of risk experience on 
assessment of risk characteristics are thus hypothesised to be different for 
voluntary and involuntary activities/situations. In relation to the 
independent variables being used in the present study it was considered 
that conflating the risk activities in this way was the most meaningful and 
potentially productive way of considering the 16 different risk activities. 
Secondly, it was also considered important to explore whether this 
designation bore any relation to the effects of the sensitivity manipulation. 
The threat that any particular item may be perceived to embody may well 
be related to the degree of choice that relates to participating in that 
behaviour or situation. It is also clear from previous research that the 
degree of voluntariness of risk taking has been accorded considerable 
explanatory power in explaining risk judgments (Teigen, Brun, & Slovic, 
1988).
It can be said at the outset that it was clear from the data analysis that the 
manipulation of sensitivity was not successful in that it had no effect on 
either the manipulation check or on the ratings of the risk characteristics 
themselves. This was the case in relation to both main effects and 
interaction effects. In the light of this, this study and its implications for the 
present research will be reported in the following way. The nature of the 
sensitivity manipulation and its failure will be fully reported here and the 
implications of this for the present research discussed. The nature of the 
relationship between the individual difference variables and the risk
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characteristics is not germane to this research and thus this does not 
appear in the body of the thesis. However, a full record of the findings 
from this part of the study and discussion of their implications can be 
found in Appendix 7.
6.2 Methodology
6.2.1 Participants
172 people participated in the study (99 males and 72 females - one 
missing value). Their ages ranged from 18 to 42 (median = 19) and as in 
the previous studies, they were all first or second year Arts Students in 
higher education. Their participation took place in class time and was at 
the request of their lecturer.
6.2.2 Materials
The questionnaire contained three demographic variables (age, gender 
and marital status). Individual difference variables included measures of 
past experience and future expectations as well as a measure of trait 
anxiety. There were ratings of the 16 hazards in relation to six risk 
characteristics and a measure of personal concern following a 
manipulation of the sensitivity of these items. The questionnaire 
concluded with a check on the effect of the manipulation. The details of 
the risk related items that were used can be found in Table 20. The risk 
activities and their designations as voluntary and involuntary activities can 
be seen in Table 21
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Table 20: Risk related items and end points
Risk experience:
1. Frequency: How much in the past would you say you have experienced each 
activity/situation? (no experience, very great experience)
2. Outcome: For each activity that you have experienced in the past please 
indicate whether you consider the outcome to have generally been positive or 
negative, (very negative, very positive)
3. Impact: For each activity that you have experienced in the past please 
indicate how great the impact of that experience is on your life, (tiny impact, huge 
impact)
Anticipated risk experience
4. Likelihood: Please indicate how likely it is that you will experience each 
activity/situation in the future. (Highly likely, highly unlikely)
5. Proclivity: Please indicate the extent to which you will take action to avoid 
experiencing each activity/situation in the future. (No action, very great action)
Risk characteristics:
6. Knowledge: To what extent are the risks known precisely by the persons who 
are exposed to those risks? (risk level known precisely, risk level not known)
7. Control: If you are exposed to the risk, to what extent can you by personal 
skill or diligence avoid negative consequences? (personal risk can’t be 
controlled, personal risk can be controlled)
8. Numbers: Is this a risk that has negative consequences for one person at a 
time, or for large numbers of people at once? (one at a time, large numbers at 
once)
9. Dread: Is this a risk that people have learned to live with and can think about 
reasonably calmly, or is it one that people have great dread for - on the level of a 
gut reaction? (learn to live with, have great dread for)
10. Fatal: When the risk from the activity is realised in the form of a mishap or 
illness, how likely is it that the consequences will be fatal? (Highly unlikely to be 
fatal, certain to be fatal)
11. Voluntariness: Please indicate the extent to which you think that people face 
these risks voluntarily? (risk assumed voluntarily, risk assumed involuntarily)
Concern:
12. Please indicate how far you are concerned about the risks associated with 
each of these activities? (not at all concerned, extremely concerned)
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Table 21: Risk activities classified in relation to voluntariness
VOLUNTARY INVOLUNTARY
Skiing
Smoking
Sunbathing
Having unprotected sex 
Driving a car 
Travelling by plane 
Drinking alcoholic drinks 
Eating beef
Eating food containing food colouring 
Living near a nuclear power station 
Having major surgery 
Being in a hurricane 
Being mugged
Living in a heavily polluted area
Being involved in a motor-way pile-up
Eating food that has been genetically 
engineered
The items in Table 20 relating to risk characteristics (nos. 6-11 ) were 
borrowed from past survey research (Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 
1985). The items relating to past experience and anticipated future 
experience were formulated specifically for this study. All of the items in 
Table 20 used a seven point scale and were asked in relation to each of 
the 16 risk activities.
Trait anxiety was measured using the trait form of the State -Trait Anxiety 
Scale (STAI) (Spielberger, 1983). This is a 20 item measure that uses a 
four point rating scale. The reported reliability for this measure is .92. 
Cronbach’s a coefficient for the sample in this study (.91) also Indicates 
good internal consistency.
Manipulation:
The sensitivity manipulation followed the assessments of risk experience, 
proclivity and likelihood items. It preceded and was intended to increase 
the perceived sensitivity of the subsequent risk perception measures
The manipulation read as follows:
It has become increasingly important in recent years to understand how people 
think about the risks which people can be faced with in their everyday lives. One 
important way in which this is done is to use questionnaires such as this. The
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final set of questions are concerned with some of the dimensions of risk that 
have been shown to be important in previous research.
Unfortunately, research has also found that people often find these issues to be 
very sensitive. That is to say, they often find them threatening and responding to 
them to be a source of concern. Answering questions about how vulnerable we 
are to so many hazards makes people feel uneasy and, understandably, they 
would often rather not think about the risks of illness, injury and even death that 
are attached to many aspects of everyday life.
We do acknowledge the sensitivity of the remaining sections. However, we 
would be very grateful if you would complete them as thoroughly as possible.
The manipulation that aimed to minimize sensitivity read as follows:
It has become increasingly important in recent years to understand how people 
think about the risks which people can be faced with in their everyday lives. One 
important way In which this is done is to use questionnaires such as this to ask 
people what they think. The final set of questions are concerned with some of 
the dimensions of risk that have been shown to be important.
Although responding to questionnaires can often sometimes make people feel 
uneasy, it is clear from previous research that people are generally used to 
dealing with various types of risk in their lives and thus are happy to give their 
views about the ways in which they think about risk. In the light of this we would 
be very grateful if you would complete the remaining sections as thoroughly as 
possible.
There was also a control group who received neither set of instructions.
The manipulation check asked participants how uneasy responding to the 
final set of questions had made them feel. A full copy of the questionnaire 
can be found in Appendix 3.
6.2.3 Design and Hvootheses
It was expected that there would be differences between the three levels 
of the sensitivity manipulation both in relation to the manipulation check 
and the assessments of the risk characteristics. It was anticipated that on 
the manipulation check, greater unease would be registered by those to
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whom the sensitivity of the items had been stressed. However, it was 
considered possible that mention of the issue of sensitivity perse may 
affect responses to the check and if this were the case it may be that the 
responses of the sensitive and non-sensitive groups differed from the 
control group. Exploration of both of these possibilities is allowed for in 
the present design.
In relation to the dependent variables it was anticipated that the 
manipulation of sensitivity would lead to different patterns of responses on 
the risk characteristics. It was expected that where there were differences 
the direction of these would be such that the ‘sensitive’ condition would 
evidence heightened perceptions of dread, the likelihood of fatalities, 
uncontrollability etc. It was considered that any relationship between the 
manipulation and the risk characteristic variables could be independent of 
the degree of unease expressed on the manipulation check (see 
Appendix 6).
6.3 Results
The numbers of participants subject to the sensitivity manipulation were 
fairly even. This even spread is maintained in relation to gender (see 
Table 22).
Table 22: Distribution of sensitivity manipulation in relation to gender
MALE FEMALE TOTAL
SENSITIVE 35 22 57
NON-SENSITIVE 29 24 53
CONTROL 35 26 61
99 72 171
It is clear that there was no effect of the sensitivity manipulation on the 
manipulation check. The check variable was not normally distributed and 
this situation was not substantially improved by transformation of the 
variable. However a non-parametric comparison of the rankings of the
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three groups showed that there were no significant differences between 
them.
The non-normal distribution is essentially due to the high frequency of 
responses that indicated that answering the risk characteristics items led 
to no unease at all (i.e. 1). Cross tabulating the three levels of the 
sensitivity manipulation with the degree of unease makes clear that this 
was the case across all three groups (see
Table 23).This table also makes it clear that those who felt some degree of 
unease, that is who gave ratings of 2 or above, were also distributed fairly 
evenly across the groups.
Table 23: Cross tabulation of manipulation condition with manipulation check 
rating
1
RATING OF UNEASE 
2 3 4 5 6 7
SENSITIVE 28 10 8 6 2 - 1
NON-SENSITIVE 17 15 13 2 3 1 -
CONTROL 24 20 8 5 - 3 1
TOTAL 69 45 29 13 5 4 2
The other hypotheses relate to the effects of the sensitivity manipulation 
on the risk characteristic variables. It was initially important to check the 
researcher’s designation of the risk activities as being voluntary or 
involuntary. Table 24 shows the means for these variables arranged in 
ascending order.
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Table 24: Means on voluntariness dimension for risk activities
VARIABLE MEAN N
Designated as voluntary
Skiing 1.46 166
Smoking 1.70 166
Drinking alcoholic drinks 1.73 166
Sunbathing 1.81 165
Driving 1.90 165
Having unprotected sex 1.97 165
Eating beef 2.06 164
Travelling by plane 2.36 166
Designated as involuntary
Eating food containing food colouring 3.11 166
Eating food that has been genetically 
engineered
3.31 166
Living near a nuclear power station 3.82 165
Living in a heavily polluted area 3.91 164
Having major surgery 4.38 165
Being involved in a motor-way pile-up 5.51 164
Being in a hurricane 5.79 164
Being mugged 5.90 163
The lowest eight means match with the their designation as voluntary 
activities and the highest eight with that of involuntary. A paired samples 
t-test comparing the means for the highest rated voluntary activity 
(travelling by plane) and the lowest rated involuntary activity (eating food 
containing food colouring) shows them to be significantly different (t =
3.88, df = 165, p = .000). In the light of this, composite variables of 
voluntary and involuntary activities were created. Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients for these were generally acceptable (see Table 25). (The risk 
characteristic of voluntariness was not used as a dependent variable; its 
inclusion in the study was for the purpose of checking the match between 
the researcher’s and participants’ designations of voluntariness.)
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Table 25: Cronbach’s a coefficients for composite risk variables
VOLUNTARY INVOLUNTARY
Knowledge .75 .73
Control .74 .68
Numbers .68 .45
Dread .64 .65
Fatal .76 .75
Concern .75 .78
Inspection of the distributions of each of these variables suggested that 
the conditions necessary for parametric analyses were met and thus, as a 
first step, a separate one way ANOVA was carried out on the six risk 
characteristics in relation to voluntary and involuntary activities. There 
were only 2 significant results in relation to the dread associated with 
involuntary activities (F= 5.54 p = .005), and the potentially fatal 
nature of the involuntary activities (F = 4.85^’^ ®®, p = .009). Application of 
the Bonferroni correction (.05/12) results in these not reaching the 
appropriate significance level. What is more, the nature of the effect of the 
independent variable was inconsistent across these two cases. For the 
dread variable, the source of the difference was the higher dread rating 
given by the non-sensitive group over the control group (mean : 4.45 
compared to 3.84). For assessments of how fatal the various involuntary 
risks could prove to be, again the non-sensitive group gave the highest 
rating (mean 4.29) but here the source of the significance was found in the 
difference between this group and the sensitive group (mean 3.76). The 
mean rating of the control group was 4.12. Thus the direction of these two 
effects are contrary to that hypothesised; the expectation was that 
perceptions of dread and how likely various activities are to prove fatal 
would be increased for the ‘sensitive’ group not the ‘non-sensitive’ group.
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6.4 Discussion
This study set out to explore the possibility of effecting a ‘low cost’ 
manipulation of sensitivity that could be used to heighten perceptions of 
item sensitivity when embedded within a questionnaire. The results make 
it clear that the manipulation used did not have any effect on ratings on 
the manipulation check variable. Similarly there were no substantial or 
orderly effects of the manipulation on the risk characteristic variables.
Three possible explanations of the lack of success of the manipulation can 
be suggested.
The first explanation is to suggest that the manipulation itself was poor 
and that appropriate improvements would lead to predictable changes in 
sensitivity and subsequent effects on the dependent variables and on the 
manipulation check. The most pressing issue if this explanation is correct 
would be howto improve the manipulation. Bearing in mind that the focus 
here is on a low cost manipulation effected within the format of the 
questionnaire, it is difficult to see in what ways the wording of the present 
manipulation should be changed. On the other hand, if this course of 
action was pursued, collaboration between cognitive psychologists and 
survey methodologists bears ample witness to the ways in which low cost 
manipulations within questionnaires, such as changes in question order 
(Schuman, 1992) or in the range of response alternatives provided 
(Wright, Gaskell, & O'Muircheartaigh, 1997), affect subsequent responses.
An alternative explanation is that in theory the manipulation used was 
capable of attenuating or amplifying sensitivity but that it was the particular 
dependent variables in this study that were resistant to being affected by 
it. Certainly the psychometric paradigm would suggest that these 
dimensions of risk perception are well established in relation to lay 
judgments about risks. Indeed the factor structure that is derived from 
judgments in relation to risk characteristics has proved to be highly stable. 
It might be then that although ostensibly risk characteristics would seem to 
be susceptible to heightening concerns about uncertainty and the
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possibility of negative outcomes, such established dimensions of judgment 
in relation to risk are particularly resistant to any manipulation of their 
sensitivity.
A third explanation for the lack of success of the sensitivity manipulation 
draws attention to the established nature of naturally occurring sensitivities 
in general. The suggestion here is that Insofar as there are established 
sensitivities In a particular context these are not susceptible to being 
mediated by a ‘low cost” manipulation within the questionnaire. This 
argument, if extended, would predict that where the sensitivities are not 
already inherent in a particular context, that they cannot be created simply 
in terms of a superficial manipulation. Such an explanation gives greater 
weight to the importance of naturally occurring sensitivities and suggests 
that they may carry particular and quite different implications for research 
than non-sensitive areas in any particular context. In terms of this 
explanation the manipulation didn’t fail because it was not good enough; it 
was rather because attempting to increase the threat associated with 
questions in this way, as a result of the nature of sensitivity, cannot be 
done.
On the basis of the results of this study it is not possible to afford particular 
priority to any of these explanations; each of them is consistent with the 
observed pattern of results on the dependent variable and on the 
manipulation check. Clearly, it would be possible to assign priority to one 
or other of these explanations on the basis of further research designed to 
incorporate appropriate critical tests, and this would seem to be necessary 
if progress is to be made in identifying how effective manipulations of item 
sensitivity can be made. However, bearing in mind the rationale for the 
present programme of research which is predicated on the potential 
importance of taking ‘naturally occurring sensitivities’ into account, it would 
seem important to give particular attention to the implications of the third 
explanation. If the possibility of this explanation being correct is 
acknowledged, in practical terms developing a direct manipulation of 
sensitivity would not seem to be a priority for further work at this stage.
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Rather a viable and potentially more productive alternative would be found 
in continuing to work with the items whose sensitivity has already been 
assessed.
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7. Chapter Seven. Asking sensitive questions: does threat matter?^
7.1 Introduction
In the light of the lack of, and the potential importance of, research relating 
to the implications of asking sensitive questions, the first two studies set 
about exploring this in relation to attitude items in questionnaires. A set of 
high and low sensitive items was defined by a particular population and 
the reiationship between agreement with them and their sensitivity was 
noted. In the light of this it was argued that sensitivity bears a significant 
and orderly relationship to response patterns. After assessing the extent 
to which it might be possible to manipulate sensitivity the focus of this 
study has returned to working with the items reflecting naturally occurring 
sensitivities. The focus here stems from three main themes noted earlier 
in the literature reviews. Firstly, the relationship between sensitivity and 
context. Secondly, the importance of context effects in questionnaires and 
thirdly, the way in which sensitivity can be defined and operationalised in 
relation to threat.
7.1.1 Context, threat and sensitivitv
In relation to the first point, thus far the focus on context has been in terms 
of what is considered to be sensitive being a function of context. This was 
acknowledged by definitions of sensitive items being derived from the 
population being sampled. The focus of the present study however, shifts 
to the way in which the items that vary in their sensitivity might be 
differentially affected by context. In relation to the second point, it is clear 
that responses to questionnaire items are affected by the context in which 
they are embedded. This is mainly conceptualised in terms of the effects 
of aspects of the questionnaire itself such as how response alternatives
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affect response patterns (Wright, Gaskell, & O'Muircheartaigh, 1997), and 
how question order can alter responses to attitudinal questions (Gaskell, 
Wright, & O'Muircheartaigh, 1995 , see Chapter 3 for a full review). 
Researchers working in this area have drawn attention to the need to use 
social psychological concepts in order to understand context effects and 
this study will explore the way in which high and low sensitive items might 
be differentially affected in relation to variations in the degree of threat that 
is present in the questionnaire situation. Bearing in mind the way in 
which sensitivity has been defined and operationalised in relation to threat, 
this would seem to be an appropriate way in which to start exploring the 
way in which high and low sensitive items might be differentially affected 
by the context.
The contention that responses to high and low sensitive attitude items are 
differentially affected by context immediately begs the question as to what 
are sensitive items and as to how context is to be conceptualised. In 
relation to the first question, as reported in Chapters 4 and 5, the 
approach in the current research has been to run extensive pilot work with 
a particular population in order to establish a set of items in relation to 
different topics which are considered to be of high and of low sensitivity.
As far as context is concerned, the questionnaire itself will be embedded 
within manipulations of identity salience, of threat to that identity, and in 
the extent to which participants are forced to consider the views of others 
when expressing their own views. These manipulations were designed to 
vary the overall context of threat within which the attitude items are then 
responded to. Markus and Kunda (1986) in their exploration of the 
malleability versus the stability of the self-concept offer evidence to 
suggest that some items may be more likely to register the effects of 
threat to identity than others. In the same way it may be that some items 
may be more likely to address and compensate for the effects of threat 
and to reaffirm identity principles.
^An article based on this chapter has been submitted for publication in the British Journal o f Social 
Psychology.
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nThe substantive area selected from the four original topics (see Chapter 4) 
was immigration. This was chosen for three reasons. Firstly, this area 
provided the clearest pattern of correlations between agreement and 
sensitivity ratings. Secondly, this was the area used to check the 
relationship between orientation and sensitivity, and thirdly, it was 
considered that the area was well suited to the required manipulation of 
identity salience.
7.1.2 Operationalising threat
The manipulation of identity salience was designed to vary the extent to 
which people considered their national identity to be an important part of 
them. In previous research, variations in the salience of identifying with a 
particular group have been seen to have implications for judgments 
relating to measures of in-group bias (Grant, 1993; Branscombe & Wann, 
1994) and group homogeneity (Doosje, Haslam, Spears, Oakes, & 
Koomen, 1998). However, there has not always been a main effect on 
such measures (Hinkle & Brown, 1990). Spears and Doosje et al (1997) 
suggests that the reason for this is the importance of the interaction 
between strength of identification and threat. As far as the nature of this 
interaction is concerned it is expected in the present study that salience of 
group identification will heighten the effect of the threat to that identity. 
This manipulation was designed to incorporate the principles in the 
literature that have been identified as underlying variations in identity 
salience (see 5.4.3.)
Threat to identity is included in the expectation of having a direct effect on 
the dependent variables as well as the interaction noted above. The 
effects of threat have been noted (Grant, 1992; 1993; Branscombe & 
Wann, 1994) and the anticipated effects in this research are heightened in 
the light of the nature of the dependent variables; specifically that threat 
has been hypothesised as a process underlying the differential effects 
associated with high and low sensitive questions (see 2.4.1).
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Finally, in order to manipulate the extent to which participants are forced 
to take into account the views of others the response format is varied.
The “independence-interdependence” paradigm has been used to explore 
the circumstances under which people differentiate between groups and to 
manipulate value conflict (Mummendey & Schreiber, 1983; Mugny, 
Sanchez Mazas, Roux, & Perez, 1991; de Dreu & de Vries, 1993;
Sanchez Mazas, Roux, & Mugny, 1994; Butera & Mugny, 1995; Sanchez 
Mazas, 1996; Sanchez Mazas & Mugny, 1997). In the present study 
participants are asked to indicate their own agreement with each item and 
also the agreement that they would attribute to an ‘other’. Assigning 
agreement ratings to ‘self in the interdependent condition automatically 
constrains the rating that can be given to ‘other’: 100 points are to be 
allocated to indicate both the magnitude of self agreement and the 
agreement to be attributed to the other. In contrast, in the independent 
group there is 100 points to reflect self agreement and another 100 to 
indicate the extent of the agreement attributed to an ‘other’. In other 
words, in the latter condition there is no format induced pressure to 
compromise one’s own points allocation or to distance ‘self from ‘other’. 
The interdependent response format can be considered to embody higher 
threat in so far as conflict is created by forcing individuals to take the view 
point of an ‘other’ into account.
So in terms of these manipulations, maximal threat would be considered 
present for those to whom having a strong national identity was salient, 
who had had that identity threatened and who had to rate their agreement 
with high and low sensitive items in the interdependent response format. 
Similarly minimal threat would be associated with low salience, iow threat 
to identity and expressing agreement within the independent response 
format. ^
 ^ It can be noted that all three manipulations are considered to affect an individual’s experience of 
threat. In this report the term ‘identity threat’ will be used to refer to the specific manipulation of 
threat whereas, unless otherwise made clear by the context, ‘ threat’ is used to refer to the more 
general combination o f the three threat variables.
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So the expectation is that high and low sensitive attitude items will be 
affected in different ways by the context within which the questionnaire is 
located. It might then be asked whether the literature in this area gives 
any indication as to the nature of this expected effect.
7.1.3 Differential effects of context on high and low sensitive items.
Although not specifically related to sensitivity, there is some indication that 
responses to high and low sensitive items will be differentially affected by 
threat and more specifically that it is the highly sensitive items that will be 
most prone to this. For example Wagner and Gerard (1983; 1984) draw 
attention to the differential effects of social comparison on value laden and 
factual opinions. If it is accepted that attitude items can vary in the extent 
to which they are value laden, it can be argued that highly sensitive items 
exemplify this to a greater extent and are thus likely to be more 
susceptible to social processes. Similarly, it is intrinsic to Conflict 
Elaboration Theory (Mugny, Butera, Sanchez Mazas, & Perez, 1995; »
Perez & Mugny, 1996) that the way in which conflict is elaborated (which 
then affects the amount of influence that occurs) depends in part upon 
what is at stake for the subject in terms, for example, of the characteristics 
of the task. It could be argued that there is more at stake for subjects 
when aligning themselves in relation to highly sensitive items; that such 
items have a higher relevance of error.
So emerging from this background is the expectation not only that Items 
that differ in their sensitivity will also differ in their susceptibility to various 
social processes, but also that it is the responses to the highly sensitive 
items that will be more susceptible to being affected. The question of the 
way in which high and low sensitive items might be differentially affected 
by the manipulations has been approached in relation to the concept of 
distinctiveness.
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7.1.4 Distinctiveness
Achieving distinctiveness is possible in relation to perceiving oneself as 
being different from something or someone (Snyder & Fromkin, 1980; 
Brewer, 1991). The manipulation of response format in the present 
research requires participants to register their own agreement and also to 
say how they think particular other people would agree with each item.
The dependent variables in this study are thus comprised of the 
agreement of ‘self with each of the items and the agreement attributed to 
an ‘other’. The suggestion is that in response to the threat inherent in high 
sensitive items and that implicit in the manipulations the opportunity will be 
taken to make ‘self agreement distinctive by distancing it from the 
agreement that is attributed to an ‘other’. Using the concept of 
distinctiveness also allows an assessment of how ‘self responses are 
aligned in relation to the norms of agreement associated with high and low 
sensitive items (see 5.3.2.). It is thus possible to explore whether the 
threat of the manipulations and that hypothesised to be implicit within high 
sensitive items is coped with by adjusting self/other distance. The point 
here is not that the threat is issued to the distinctiveness of self, rather that 
the design of the research encourages individuals to respond to threat in 
terms of affirming their identity in terms of distinctiveness.
As an aside it can be suggested at this point that another reason that any 
main or interaction effects in this research would be noteworthy, lies in the 
ostensible lack of a relationship to those participating in the research 
between the independent and dependent variables. This is particularly so 
when compared with the effect of such independent variables on outcome 
variables such as the degree of in-group bias.
7.1.5 Hvpotheses
In summary then, the hypotheses of the present study are threefold.
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• Firstly to test the hypothesis that responses to high and low sensitive 
items are affected differently by the context within which the 
questionnaire is situated,
• Secondly, that it is responses to the high sensitive items that are 
primarily affected by the context provided by the manipulations.
• Thirdly, that responses to such items are consistent with being used to 
cope with threat by affirming distinctiveness.
7.2 Methodology
7.2.1 Participants
226 people participated in the study (103 males and 123 females). Their 
ages ranged from 18 to 42 (median = 20) and as in the earlier studies, 
they were all first or second year Arts Students in higher education. Their 
participation took place in class time and was at the request of their 
lecturer.
7.2.2 Procedure
Participants were initially told that they were participating in a study 
exploring various aspects of national identity. They were assured that all 
the responses they made were confidential and that the reason they were 
asked to put their initials on the paper was in order for the first part of the 
study to be successfuliy linked with the second. They were asked to 
remain silent throughout the study.
In order to manipulate the salience of national identity participants first 
indicated their agreement on a bogus scale consisting of 6 items 
ostensibly related to national identity. They scored this as directed and 
were informed that the scores they had obtained formed a reliable 
indicator of the importance of national identity. Following a median split, it 
was explained to those with the highest scores that it was clear that 
national identity was an important part of them and would affect how they
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behaved, thought and felt In various circumstances. It was reiterated to 
those with the lower scores that for them national identity was clearly 
much less relevant. These will be referred to as the salient and non­
salient groups respectively.
All participants were then asked to spend five minutes writing a paragraph 
to advocate as persuasively as possible the importance of national 
identity. The salience manipulation was reiterated by suggesting that this 
was going to be easier for the ‘high national identity group’ as they were 
being asked to write in line with what they actually believed, whereas the 
‘low national identity group’ were being asked to take a position and write 
persuasively in a way which was contrary to their own beliefs. After 5 
minutes the papers were collected and taken from the room by a research 
assistant. A rationale for the different tasks was provided in explaining to 
participants that the purpose of the study was to link the qualitative data 
they had provided in their arguments about national identity with the 
results of a short questionnaire which formed the final part of the study.
The identity threat manipulation was introduced by Informing all 
participants that the arguments they had written about national identity 
would be assessed on various dimensions by people who belonged to the 
same group as they did. That is, that the assessors had previously been 
assigned to a high or low national identity group in the same way as the 
participants themselves and had subsequently undergone training to 
enable them to make reliable judgments about the quality of arguments 
used about national identity. The nature of the marking scheme being 
used and the meaning of the marks being assigned was explained in 
some detail. For example a mark of over 75% was “indicative of 
excellence.... : highly persuasive, a wide variety of themes being drawn 
upon that are highly relevant to the argument... incorporating a rich 
rhetoric throughout’’. In contrast a mark of under 25% was “clearly 
associated with arguments that are patently unpersuasive, that are 
generally irrelevant and of poor quality, and with use of rhetoric that is 
considered to be inappropriate”. It was stressed that the marks they were
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given related to the quality rather than the quantity of what they had 
written. Participants were told that there would be an opportunity at a later 
stage in the questionnaire to give their reactions to the mark they 
received. This constituted a check for the identity threat manipulation.
Participants’ papers were returned to them with half of the salient and non­
salient groups having been given a mark of between 18-23% and the 
other half a mark of 79-84% (these are referred to as the ‘identity threat’ 
and ‘no identity threat’ groups respectively).
There were two control conditions in the experiment. These were included 
to check the efficacy of the threat and salience manipulations in relation to 
the manipulation check variables. Their inclusion would in theory also 
enable subsequent exploration of the possibility that the results on the 
manipulation check varied in relation to the nature of the intervening 
material. For the first control condition (n=43), after returning the marked 
papers, the experimenter excused herself on the pretext of going to thank 
the assessors and the participants were not involved in any task before 
completing the manipulation check. The research assistant was present 
during this period to ensure the same conditions of silence were 
maintained. In the second control condition (n=43) after the marked 
papers were returned participants were asked to complete what was 
designed to be a relevant yet neutral task in indicating the how appropriate 
various adjectives are in describing a single European currency.
For the experimental conditions, immediately after receiving their marked 
papers participants filled in the questionnaire containing ten items about 
immigration: 5 high sensitive and 5 low sensitive.
I l l
Table 26: High and low sensitive questionnaire items
‘Low sensitive’ items:
Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today.
All immigrants to this country should have to learn English 
Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide. 
Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life. 
Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
‘High sensitive’ items:
The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got jobs.
Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
These items were chosen in relation to being the clearest exemplars of 
low and high sensitivity respectively.
The final manipulation was effected in relation to the response format 
required in registering agreement with the immigration items. In the first 
experimental group (n=41) each participant was simply asked to indicate 
the magnitude of their own agreement with each of the items on a scale of 
0-100 to where 100 signified absolute agreement and 0 signified absolute 
disagreement. On the same scale the remaining two groups were also 
asked to indicate what they believed the agreement rating of the group 
that gave them the feedback about their arguments about national identity 
would be. They were asked to do this in different ways.
The independent group (n=46) was asked to indicate the strength of their 
agreement out of 100 and also the other groups agreement out of 100. 
The interdependent group (n=53) was asked to indicate their agreement 
and the agreement that they would attribute to the other group out of a 
total of 100.
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At the end of the questionnaire all five waves of the study were asked to 
indicate their agreement with the item, " I feel that I have got a strong 
national identity” as a check on the manipulation of salience. Finally the 
manipulation of threat was checked in by asking participants how they felt 
about the mark they had received along various dimensions. They were 
asked to do this firstly in relation to how the feedback had made them feel 
when they first received it, and then in relation to how they felt about it at 
that time.
All the questionnaire items were scored on a five point scale such that 1 = 
strong agreement and 5 = strong disagreement.
Participants were thanked for their participation and were told that the 
mark they had been given for their arguments about national identity were 
assigned randomly. Finally the purpose of the study was explained.
A full copy of the questionnaire along with the experimental protocol can 
be found in Appendix 4.
7.2.3 Design
In order to explore the hypotheses a 2 (salient/non-salient) by 2 (identity 
threat/no identity threat) by 2 (independent/interdependent) between 
subjects design was used. There were four dependent variables: the 
mean agreement ratings for the high and low sensitive items assigned to 
‘self and ‘other’.
7.3 Results
7.3.1 Manipulation checks
The check on the manipulation of salience suggested that this had been 
successful. A comparison of the agreement registered by the salient and 
non-salient groups in response to the item ,”l feel that I have got a strong 
national identity”, the salient group showed significantly higher agreement
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than the non-salient group (means of 2.31 and 2.88 respectively; t = - 
4.12, df = 222, p = .000).
The effect of the salience and threat manipulations was evident initially in 
the two control conditions and subsequently in relation to the three 
experimental conditions. The reliability of the seven items used to check 
the manipulation of threat proved to be acceptable (a = .87) and so a 
composite threat check variabie was created such that low scores indicate 
higher threat. A 2 (salient/non-salient) by 2 (identity threat/no identity 
threat) ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for threat (F = 108.01^ *^ ^® 
, p = .000) and a significant interaction of threat with salience (F =
10.94^ ''^ ®, p = .000). There was no main effect of salience.
As
Table 27 indicates, the means were in the expected direction, that is, the 
perception of threat was higher for those that had been threatened and 
that this was further heightened for those to whom national identity was 
salient.
Table 27: Mean scores on composite threat check variable
Threat (n) No threat (n)
Identity salient (n) 2.80 (42) 3.89 (50) 3.40 (92)
Identity non-salient (n) 2.99 (47) 3.56 (44) 3.27(91)
2.91(89) 3.74 (94)
As in the second study, the ratings of unease assigned to each item 
confirmed their previous designation as high and low sensitive. The 5 
items rated as those causing the least unease were those designated as 
low sensitive and the 5 causing the most unease were those that had 
been designated as high sensitive.
114
7.3.2 Agreement with high and low sensitive items
Before addressing the question of whether high and low sensitive items 
respond differently to the manipulations five preliminary points can be 
made.
Four composite variables were created for each individual by computing 
the mean value of each of the four categories of items: high sensitivity self 
agreement, low sensitivity self agreement, high sensitivity other agreement 
and low sensitivity other agreement. On each of these variables high 
scores indicate strong agreement.
Secondly, the reader will recall that one of the experimental groups 
involved the ‘personal’ response format where only self agreement ratings 
were required. This group would not thus be included in any analysis that 
looks that the effect of the manipulations on the way in which ‘self and 
other ratings are aligned. Separate examination of the scores for those 
using the personal response format revealed that there were no effects of 
the identity salience or identity threat manipulations on either high or low 
sensitive items.
Thirdly, in order to allow any comparison between the independent and 
interdependent groups it is first necessary to transform the independent 
group scores into percentages so that the total number of points 
distributed is, like the interdependent group, also equal to 100. In this way 
the only difference between the two groups is in the constraints that are 
imposed in completing the rating task"^ .
Fourthly, perhaps unsurprisingly there were significant differences 
between the British and non-British participants in terms of ‘self and 
‘other’ agreement with high sensitive items. There were no differences in 
agreement with low sensitive items. (For ‘self agreement t = 2.23, df = 
136, p = .027; for ‘other’ agreement t = -2.02, df = 95, p = .046). There
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were only 13 and 9 non-British participants in relation to ‘high sensitive 
self and ‘high sensitive other’ respectively and so it was not possible to 
include this as another variable in the analysis. Rather than exclude the 
non-British participants the results reported here incorporate the effects of 
this naturally occurring salience of identity. It can be noted that the 
significance of the relevant univariate F ratios are essentially unaffected 
by doing this.
Finally, the effects of the manipulations on agreement with high and low 
sensitive items were analysed separately. This resulted in two 
MANOVA’s: one for high and one for low sensitive items. Each MANOVA 
had two dependent variables: one consisting of the ‘self agreement rating 
and one of the agreement attributed to ‘other’. This approach, as opposed 
to including all four dependent variables in one MANOVA, was considered 
to be appropriate here in that the high and low sensitivity outcome 
variables are believed to be conceptually independent and the research 
being conducted is essentially exploratory in nature (Huberty & Morris, 
1989).
For high sensitive items a MANOVA with ‘self and ‘other’ ratings as the 
dependent variables revealed main effects for salience (Wilks A= .859, F 
= 7.25 , p = .001, T|^= .14 ) and response format (Wilks A = .899, F =
4.88 p = .010, r f  = .10). The main effect of identity threat was trending 
towards significance (Wilks A = .946, F = 2.51 p = .087, r f=  .06 ). 
There was also a significant interaction of response format and salience 
(Wilks A = .92, F = 3.92  ^ p = .023, i f  = .08). None of the other 
interactions were significant. For the low sensitive items there were no 
significant main or interaction effects.
This would seem to provide evidence of the differential effect of the 
manipulations on high and low sensitive items and, more specifically that it 
is the high sensitive items that are more likely to be affected. The effect 
sizes are small but it is suggested that it is the consistent pattern of results
“ All analyses use the transformed scores
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that is of primary interest at this point. In the light of the significant 
multivariate F ratio's the pattern of significant univariate effects can be 
noted.
In relation to the main effect of salience, both ‘self agreement (F = 14.45, 
p = .000) and the agreement attributed to ‘other’ (F = 13.86, p = .000) 
were affected by the manipulation. ‘Self agreement with highly sensitive 
items was higher when identity was salient (mean 50.97 compared with 
42.56). The agreement attributed to ‘other’ was lower when identity was 
salient (47.14 compared with 58.28).
There were also significant univariate effects for ‘self (F = 8.33, p = .005) 
and ‘other’ (F = 9.06, p = .003) ratings in relation to the main effect of 
response format. ‘Self agreement was higher in the ‘interdependent’ than 
the ‘independent’ response format (51.14 compared with 42.71). For the 
agreement attributed to the other, this was lower in the interdependent 
group (48.60 compared with 57.29).
These main effects should be interpreted in the light of the significant 
interaction effects. These were significant for both ‘self agreement (F = 
7.54, p = .007) and for the agreement attributed to other (F = 7.06, p = 
.009). Table 28 suggests that, for both ‘self and ‘other agreement the 
nature of this interaction is that the effect of the salience manipulation 
essentially occurs within the interdependent group. The means for ‘self 
and ‘other’ agreement with low sensitive items are also noted here to 
enable a comparison with scores on high sensitive items.
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Table 28: Mean 'self and 'other' agreement ratings with high and low sensitive
items
For high sensitive ‘self agreement
salient identity non-salient identity
Independent (n) 43.95 (23) 41.36 (21)
Interdependent (n) 60.53 (27) 41.39 (26)
For low sensitive ‘self agreement
salient identity non-salient identity
Independent (n) 51.85 (24) 48.52 (21)
Interdependent (n) 49.13(27) 51.64 (26)
For high sensitive ‘other’ agreement
salient identity non-salient identity
Independent (n) 56.05 (23) 58.64 (21)
Interdependent (n) 39.55 (27) 57.99 (26)
For low sensitive ‘other’ agreement
salient identity non-salient identity
Independent (n) 48.15(24) 51.48 (21)
Interdependent (n) 50.87 (27) 48.84 (26)
As far as the main effect of identity threat is concerned, both ‘self 
agreement (F = 3.85, p = .053) and the agreement attributed to ‘other’ (F = 
4.30, p = .041) are marginally significant. ‘Self agreement with highly 
sensitive items was higher for the threatened group (mean 48.38 
compared with 45.63). The agreement attributed to ‘other’ was lower for 
the threatened group (49.71 compared with 55.20).
Thus far then it is clear that the manipulations have affected both ‘self 
agreement and the agreement attributed to ‘other’ only for the high 
sensitive items. As far as the nature of these effects is concerned it would 
seem that agreement with highly sensitive items has increased in
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response to an associated identity being salient, to that identity being 
threatened, and when individuals are forced to take the views of others 
into account®.
However, these analyses do not have anything to say about the idea that 
distinctiveness is sought to a greater extent in relation to high sensitive 
items. If distinctiveness is operationalised in terms of difference from 
others, there are two parameters in the present study that might be 
examined. The first measure concerns the extent to which individuals 
distance ‘self agreement ratings from ‘other’ agreement ratings.
Secondly, the second study reported in Chapter 5 showed a clear 
‘baseline’ pattern of association between agreement and sensitivity: high 
sensitive items were strongly associated with relatively low agreement and 
low sensitive items were associated with high agreement. In the light of 
this, it is suggested that ‘self agreement being lower than ‘other’ 
agreement on low sensitive items and higher on high sensitive items is a 
counter normative pattern and can be considered as an alternative 
indicator of distinctiveness. There are thus two ways in which achieving 
distinctiveness is possible: being counter normative and establishing 
distance from an ‘other’ in a normative direction.
Paired t-tests were used to explore the distance put between ‘self and 
‘other’ in relation to the main effects of threat, salience and response
® It has been argued Üiat the independence/interdependence response format manipulation 
represents a valid strategy to vary the extent to which people take the views o f others into account, 
and that the equivalence of these conditions can be achieved by using transformed scores. 
However, it might be suggested that die nature of the constraints which the rating methods impose 
are such that even the use of transformed scores does not render the two tasks comparable. To 
address this possibility the differential effect o f salience and response format on agreement with 
high and low sensitive items was re-analysed keeping the independent and interdependent 
conditions separate. Independent samples t-tests were carried out using the agreement ratings of 
the independent and interdependent groups as the dependent variables. Salience o f identity 
(salient vs. non-salient) was the independent variable. In keeping with earlier analyses there was 
no effect o f identity salience on either independent or interdependent ratings for low sensitive 
items. For high sensitive items there were no differences between the salient and non salient 
groups in the independent condition, however there were differences in the interdependent 
condition for ‘se lf  (and thus, by definition for ‘other’) ratings (t *  4.69, df = 51, p = .000). Thus 
in the interdependent condition identity salience affected the magnitude of agreement with high 
sensitive but not with low sensitive items.
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format and the interaction between salience and response format. Table 
29 summarises the results of these. It is also indicated when the 
self/other differences are in a counter normative direction, that is, when on 
high sensitive items ‘self agreement is higher than that attributed to 
others, and on low sensitive items when ‘self agreement is lower than that 
attributed to others.
Table 29: Differences between 'self and 'other' agreement ratings on high and 
low sensitive items
High sensitive Low sensitive
Salient CN X
Non-salient y * * * x
Independent y * * X
Interdependent CN X
Threat CN X
Non-threat y * X
Indep/salient y * y  *
Indep/non-salient y * X
Interdep/salient C N /*** CN
Interdep/non-salient y * * X
CN = counter normative direction; *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001
These results not only give additional support for the contention that high 
and low sensitive items respond differently to the manipulations of identity 
salience, identity threat and response format, but the pattern of self/ other 
differences in agreement ratings provides some evidence compatible with 
the notion that high sensitive items are more likely to be used to achieve 
distinctiveness. In relation to each independent variable there are 
self/other differences, either in terms of distance or counter normativity, on 
the high sensitive items. There are two effects on low sensitive items 
which result from combinations of response format and salience.
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7.4 Discussion
Building on the literature that has demonstrated the association between 
question sensitivity and response bias in relation to behavioural measures, 
the expectation of the present research was that responses to high and 
low sensitive attitude items would vary in relation to the context within 
which the questions were embedded. Furthermore, it was suggested that 
it would be responses to the high sensitive items that would be most 
variable. The results obtained have given considerable support to these 
hypotheses. The pattern of results obtained in relation to manipulations of 
identity salience, threat and response format were also compatible with 
the notion that highly sensitive items are more likely to be used in a 
manner that is consistent with affirming distinctiveness.
Before discussing the way in which items were differentially affected by 
the manipulations, a potential ambiguity in relation to the manipulation of 
threat can be noted. This manipulation was effected by giving feedback 
on the quality of the arguments made by participants about the importance 
of national identity. The source of the feedback was identified as being a 
member of the ‘group’ to which the participant belonged. It is conceivable 
that such a counter attitudinal manipulation may have introduced a 
dissonance process for those to whom national identity was not salient. 
Thus, contrary to the researchers expectations, it may rather have been 
threatening to be told that their arguments about the importance of 
national identity were good. To combat this possibility, the experimental 
protocol reassured such participants that these arguments were being 
made about something that they didn’t really believe in. However, it is the 
nature of the results on the manipulation check that lay to rest such 
concerns as to how the threat was perceived. It is clear from these that it 
was feedback that argument quality was poor that was perceived by both 
salient and non salient identity groups as being more threatening.
The fact that responses to high sensitive items were more affected by the 
manipulations than the responses to low sensitive items, was
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demonstrated in relation to the multivariate analyses of variance. The 
nature of these effects was more clearly evident in the comparison of ‘self 
and ‘other’ ratings within each condition. Here there were differences 
between ‘self and ‘other’ ratings on every comparison on the high 
sensitive items and only on two occasions for low sensitive items. These 
patterns were seen to be consistent with the notion that agreement 
responses to high sensitive items might be used to affirm distinctiveness.
7.4.1 SCT and the effects of context on high and low sensitive items
It would seem important to establish a perspective on the extent to which 
current social psychological theory might explain these results. Self 
Categorization Theory (SCT) has been influential in recent years in 
explaining how judgments are affected by the context in which they are 
made (Turner, 1987; Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994). At one level the 
results of this study are compatible with this perspective in that patterns of 
agreement changed in relation to threat to self categorization. However, 
when conditions of comparative fit were held constant, for example in the 
independent or interdependent response format, very different patterns of 
results were found for high and low sensitive items. To some extent this 
might be explained in terms of high and low sensitive items being 
associated with variations in normative fit; presumably the normative 
significance which these categories have for the perceiver vary in their 
importance, with highly sensitive items being of greater self-referential 
importance. Hinkle and Brown (1990) discuss the conditions under which it 
is most likely that social identity will be enhanced by differentiation from 
another group. The present research would suggest that the sensitivity of 
the dimension being assessed will also have a bearing on the extent to 
which comparative strategies are adopted.
It would seem considerably more problematic to explain the nature of the 
strategies that were adopted in relation to ‘self and ‘other’ ratings. In 
relation to the nature of these effects, two possible ways in which 
participants could be distinctive were identified: firstly by establishing
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difference between ‘self agreement and the agreement attributed to 
‘other’ and secondly by agreeing in a manner which on the basis of the 
pilot work had been defined as counter normative. A consistent pattern of 
results emerged. It will be recalled that the most threatening combination 
of manipulations was hypothesised as being high identity salience, high 
identity threat, and the interdependent response format. In each of these 
conditions and in the interdependent/salient condition the pattern 
associated with distinctiveness through counter normativity was in 
evidence. Conversely, in the low identity salience, low identity threat and 
independent response format conditions, as well as the independent/low 
salient condition, distinctiveness in terms of establishing significant 
self/other differences (in a normative direction) can be seen. (It can also 
be noted at this point that on the two occasions that low sensitive Items 
are affected by the manipulations, the pattern of effects are in line with 
this: the independent/salient group establish a self/other difference and 
the interdependent/salient group agreement is in a counter normative 
direction.) It would seem as if those in the lower threat conditions affirm 
distinctiveness by separating ‘self from ‘other’, whereas where the threat 
is higher, distinctiveness is sought through counter normativity.
Could this pattern of effects have been predicted? At first sight It would 
seem more feasible that it would be the ‘high threat conditions’ that would 
establish distinctiveness in relation to self/other differences. This can be 
illustrated in relation to the manipulation of response format. This 
manipulation was originally used by Mummendey and Schreiber (1983) to 
show that,
“..out-group discrimination only takes place when there is no other 
alternative to guarantee one’s own positive identity than one at the 
expense of the out-group” (p.395),
that is, it was only the interdependent response format that was used to 
put distance between self and other. This would lead to the expectation 
that ‘self and ‘other’ would not be distanced on a scale where there was
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no obligation to compare. Although the focus of the present research is 
not on in-group bias perse, participants using the independent response 
format did put distance between ‘self and ‘other’ on high sensitive items 
when technically there was no obligation to do so. This would suggest 
that the norms affecting the motivation to distance ‘seif and ‘other’ vary in 
relation to the sensitivity or varying value connotations of the items.
In contrast in the interdependent response format the magnitude of ‘self 
agreement is the condition for the magnitude of agreement attributed to 
‘other’ and it is here that, based on previous use of the paradigm, one 
might expect self/other differences to be established. However, these 
participants did not distance ‘self from ‘other’; rather their ratings on high 
sensitive items were in a pattern that has been identified as being counter 
normative: high ‘self agreement relative to that attributed to ‘other’.
7.4.2 Optimistic bias and self-other asvmmetrv
What explanation might be given for this pattern of results? One 
suggestion drawn from two different areas of the literature might be made. 
Otten and van der Pligt (1996) explore the effect of comparative frame on 
assessments of optimistic bias. They note that variations in the 
comparative frame are associated with the degree of optimistic bias 
exhibited. They suggest that self being the reference point may 
emphasise that claiming invulnerability is at the expense of others (i.e. that 
higher risk is attributed to others) and that this claim may be seen as 
inappropriate. This may in turn lead to better scrutiny of the arguments 
and thus lead to less difference being placed between ‘self and ‘othef. 
This is not dissimilar to the explanation given by Blanz and Mummendey 
et a! (1995; 1997) for the absence of in-group favouritism in respect of 
negative resources. They locate their explanation for this the positive- 
negative asymmetry evidenced in social discrimination in relation to justice 
and normative evaluations of positive and negative outcomes, saying.
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“People refer to certain normative orientations when they evaluate 
the appropriateness of a particular distribution of stimuli between 
different recipients. Dependent on these normative orientations, a 
distribution might be judged as more or less appropriate or just” 
(1997, p.175).
In the present research variations in threat and in specifically the 
manipulation of response format are also considered to vary the strength 
of the comparative frame. In terms of self-other asymmetry the 
interdependent condition constitutes an other as standard’ perspective to 
a greater extent insofar as the participant is forced to take the ‘other’ into 
account in giving ratings for ‘self. It may thus be that the interdependent 
response format makes more salient the fact that ‘self agreement ratings 
are at the expense of others and that the implications of this may be 
particulariy troublesome for participants in relation to high sensitive items. 
On the basis of this it could be that another strategy to achieve 
distinctiveness is adopted other than simply distancing ‘self from ‘other’: 
rather rating ‘self and ‘other’ in a counter normative direction. The pattern 
of resuits in relation to ‘self and ‘other’ ratings in the present study taken 
in conjunction with these studies suggests that these may be a function of 
normative considerations rather than purely in relation to the opportunities 
availabie to distance ‘self from ‘other’.
7.4.3 Areas for clarification
Three particuiar issues can be noted in the present research that might be 
considered to be problematic and may thus require clarification in relation 
to further research in this area.
Firstly, it is unclear at what level the self/other distinction is operating. The 
‘self rating refers to the participants’ own agreement as a person with 
salient/non-salient national identity who had/had not had this identity 
threatened. As far as the ‘other’ ratings are concerned, participants were 
asked to indicate what they believed the agreement rating of the group
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that had assessed and given feedback about their arguments about 
national identity would be. It would thus seem that these distinctions were 
not clearly situated at either an interpersonal or an intergroup level. 
Although this does not invalidate the results, greater clarity in this area 
would benefit any studies building on this work.
Secondly, although the issue of the effect of the orientation of the 
questionnaire items was dealt with in the pilot work prior to this study, in 
any further work ideally the orientation of the items to the topic should be 
balanced within the high and low sensitive categories.
Thirdly, it will have been apparent to the reader that the index of ‘counter 
normativity’ of ‘self and ‘other’ ratings has been given weight as a 
particular strategy that was adopted in relation to response to high 
sensitive items. Arguably it may be considered as less clearly 
demonstrable as a valid strategy since it is simply indexed by ‘self and 
‘other’ ratings being juxtaposed from the expected patterns. It is not 
required that the ‘self and ‘other’ ratings be significantly different from 
each other to be adjudged as counter normative. However, this measure 
was derived from the clear pattern of relationships between sensitivity and 
agreement obtained in the pilot work for the study. The strength of these 
was considered to be such that deviation from this direction could usefully 
serve as a measure of ‘counter normativity’.
Finally, manipulations of identity salience and identity threat did not affect 
estimates of agreement in the ‘personal’ response format, yet these were 
affected when obtained within the independent and interdependent 
response formats. It would seen then that the effect of varying this 
context of threat only ‘kicked in’ when there was an ‘other’ against which 
participants could situate themselves. These ‘between group’ differences 
cannot be explained in terms of the particular meaning that the ‘other’ was 
associated in that this was varied ‘within group’ e.g. for half of each 
identity condition the ‘other’ was identified with having been the source of 
an (effective) threat. On the other hand it could be that having a high
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mark or a low mark allocated in the threat actually both led to a distance 
being created between ‘self and the ‘other’ group. For example, when the 
feedback consisted of a high set of marks, participants may have thought 
that ‘the group assessed the value of my arguments very differently than I 
did’. This would not be incompatible with the manipulation check results. 
One way to resolve this issue would be to adjust the experimental protocol 
to include a ‘no threat’ condition.
Notwithstanding the clarification that may be required in relation to these 
areas the results reported here have a number of implications for 
questionnaire research.
7.4.4 Implications
The first implication of the present research is that conceptualising 
sensitivity in relation to identity would seem to have the potential to move 
the focus of the effects of asking sensitive questions away from the 
concepts of response bias and error. An alternative approach highlighted 
in the earlier literature review in Chapter 2 is that the response effects 
themselves may provide substantive information about the sensitive issue 
being considered (Rodgers, Billy, & Udry, 1982) thus efforts to minimise 
such effects may result in losing relevant information. The potential of this 
approach is discussed further in Chapter 9.
As noted earlier, recent collaboration between cognitive psychologists and 
survey methodologists largely equates context effects with ‘question order 
effects’ (Schuman, 1992). The present research suggests that the 
broader context of identity issues is also important and may have 
particular relevance in relation to question sensitivity.
Finally, independent variables similar to those used in this study are not 
uncommon in experimental social psychological research within a variety 
of theoretical perspectives. The results of this research would imply that 
results which would appear attributable to the operation of the processes 
themselves, may in fact result from their interaction with the sensitivities of
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the substantive Issue within which the operation of the processes is 
grounded. In developing models of such processes it would thus seem 
important for researchers to check the extent to which their findings may 
be a function of item sensitivity and the way in which differentially sensitive 
items interact with the context.
In conclusion this research has further detailed the importance of taking 
into account the sensitivity of attitude items in questionnaires. High and 
low sensitive items were differentially affected by variations in the context 
of threat in which they were embedded. The nature of this effect was 
reflected in the way in which agreement was attributed to ‘self and to 
‘other’ and was compatible with the notion that high sensitive items were 
used to achieve distinctiveness.
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8. Chapter Eight. Sensitivity and context: a different look
8.1 Introduction
The results of the last study concluded that high and low sensitive items 
were differentially subject to manipulations of threat. Results showed that 
the manipulations of identity salience, identity threat and response format 
affected agreement responses to high sensitive items. As far as the 
nature of these response effects are concerned it was suggested that the 
pattern of responses to high sensitive items was compatible with them 
being used to achieve distinctiveness. The final study seeks to build on 
these findings in three particular ways. Firstly, within a different design it 
seeks to replicate the main findings of the last study that attitude items 
that vary in their sensitivity also vary in their susceptibility to response 
effects and that high and low sensitive items exhibit different patterns of 
self/other agreement. Secondly, it explores the effect of including 
sensitive items as part of the confexf, on responses to high and low 
sensitive attitude items. Finally, an initial attempt to explore the processes 
that underlie the different patterns of responding to high and low sensitive 
items will be made.
Before exploring these aims in more detail a brief explanation of the 
nature of the dependent variables is necessary. The reader will recall that 
one of the independent variables in the last study was the response format 
in which agreement was required. The ‘independent’ format required 
participants to indicate the magnitude of their own agreement with each 
item out of 100 points and also the agreement that they would attribute to 
an ‘other’ out of another 100 points. This format revealed quite a different 
pattern of effects on high sensitive items than did the ‘interdependent’ 
response format where both ‘self and ‘other’ agreement were expressed 
out of a total of 100 points. In order to maintain comparability with the last 
study, this final study requires all participants to indicate both ‘self
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agreement and that which they would attribute to ‘other’ within the 
independent response format. Obviously this precludes further 
investigation at this stage of the way in which ‘counter normative’ patterns 
of responding are associated with the interdependent response format.
Firstly then, as noted in the last chapter, the fact that different patterns of 
agreement were associated with high and low sensitive items and that 
high sensitive items were particularly affected by the manipulations, has 
important implications both for design and interpretation of questionnaires 
and also for the development of social psychological models. In the light 
of this, the opportunity will be taken within the final study to replicate the 
basic finding that the profiles of responses to high and low sensitive items 
are different and are differentially affected by context.
In the last study the dependent variables were a mix of high and low 
sensitive items that were only separated in relation to the analysis, that is 
participants responded to both high and low sensitive items. In the 
present study however, ‘outcome sensitivity’ acts as a between subjects 
factor with half of the subjects being asked for ‘self and ‘other’ ratings in 
relation to high sensitive items and the other half in relation to low 
sensitive items. This enables a clearer look at the hypothesised 
differences between the effects on ‘high’ and ‘low’ sensitive items. It 
would be expected that the profiles of ‘self and ‘other’ agreement would 
be different for high and low sensitive items and that there would be a 
greater discrepancy between ‘self and ‘other’ agreement ratings on high 
sensitive items.
Secondly, this study will explore the effects of differentially sensitive items 
when they form part of the context. In the last study manipulations of 
identity salience, identity threat and response format formed the context 
for responding to high and low sensitive items and were seen to 
differentially affect responses to these. Building on this it can be 
suggested that when items that vary in their sensitivity form part of the 
context, this ‘source sensitivity’ will affect responses to high and low
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sensitive items in different ways. ‘Source sensitivity' is thus included as a 
between subjects factor in the present study: half the participants initially 
responded to a set of high sensitive items and half to low sensitive ones.
It is expected that there will be a main effect of source sensitivity and also 
that this will interact with ‘outcome sensitivity’. The prediction of a main 
effect of context is made in relation to the nature and prevalence of 
context effects that was discussed in Chapter 2. However, the results of 
the last study would lead to the expectation that the effect of ‘source 
sensitivity’ would interact with ‘outcome sensitivity’ and affect high and low 
sensitive items in different ways. As far as the nature of this interaction is 
concerned the results of the last study would suggest that it will be the 
high sensitive outcome items that would be mainly affected by the 
manipulation of source sensitivity. No direction of the hypothesised effect 
of source sensitivity is being specified.
Thirdly, an initial attempt will be made to explore the processes that 
underlie the differential response profiles associated with high and low 
sensitive items. As noted in the earlier literature review and as made 
explicit in relation to the last study, this research is predicated on the 
assumption that responding to sensitive items in questionnaires involves 
threat. In order to build on this, the three independent variables in the last 
study (identity salience, identity threat and response format) were 
considered, in different ways, to constitute manipulations of threat. In the 
light of this it is reasonable to suggest that the different patterns of 
responses evidenced in relation to the manipulations and the high 
sensitive items are consistent with the notion that threat is being 
discounted.
If the notion of items that vary in their sensitivity being differentially likely to 
be used to discount threat is accepted, it is clear that they constitute an 
indirect as opposed to a direct method of coping with threat. This link is 
considered to be indirect in that responses to the items bear no obvious 
relation with reducing threat in terms of current understanding of social
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psychological processes. This might be contrasted with a direct method of 
coping with threat where the link is known and explicable in terms of social 
psychological theory. Take the example of an individual completing a 
task, being informed that he/she has performed poorly and then asked 
how important it was that they performed well. Social psychologists might 
choose to explain the reaction that good performance was not important in 
terms of theories of cognitive dissonance. In terms of the current focus 
then, if a different pattern of responses to items that vary in their sensitivity 
can be considered to constitute a way of discounting threat, the threat is 
being discounted indirectly: there is no obvious link between the threat 
and the subsequent responses.
In the light of this it is clear that it is a valid and important question to ask 
what process underlies the previously observed patterns of difference and 
discrepancy in relation to high sensitive items? It is clear that to some 
extent at least, it is the way in which the dependent variables were 
measured that permits the appearance of the pattern of discrepancy and 
difference that was found between ‘self and ‘other’ ratings. However, it 
has also been observed that these patterns are consistent with responses 
to the items being used to achieve distinctiveness. It might then be asked 
whether it is a threat to distinctiveness that results in this. Up to this point 
it has not been suggested that this pattern stems from a threat to 
distinctiveness. Rather it has been noted that the pattern of responses in 
relation to high sensitive Items is one of discrepancy and difference and is 
thus consistent with being used to achieve distinctiveness. However, in 
seeking to gain an initial understanding of the underlying processes it 
would seem reasonable to start by asking whether the observed patterns 
are caused by the perception of a threat to distinctiveness.
Distinctiveness can be considered to constitute a basic principle of identity 
(Breakwell, 1986). Markus and Kunda (1986) suggest that it is a
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“domain of general significance and investment such that self 
knowledge about it would constitute a core component of the self 
concept” (p.860).
The way in which people maintain distinctiveness from other people and 
the implications of threats to distinctiveness has been the subject of 
research in relation to both individual and group processes. The seminal 
work in the former area is arguably that of Snyder and Fromkin (1980). 
They discussed this in relation to what they termed the ‘pursuit of 
uniqueness’. For the purposes of this study two points from their work can 
be noted. Firstly, they posit that there is a curvilinear relationship between 
degree of distinctiveness and its acceptability. More specifically, a 
moderate amount of similarity and of uniqueness has the highest degree 
of acceptability on what they term the “uniqueness identity dimension ” and 
thus results in the most positive emotional and behavioural outcomes.
Low acceptability on this dimension is associated with similarity being 
judged as being great or slight. This concept of there being an optimal 
level of distinctiveness has been incorporated into a group level of 
analysis by Brewer (1991). Taken together this work would suggest that 
any manipulation of distinctiveness should not merely include high and low 
uniqueness as conditions but should also include an optimally unique 
condition where similarity and difference are balanced.
Secondly, in the present context it is interesting to note Snyder and 
Fromkins’ (1980) suggestion that there may be some attitudes people 
hold,
“that especially serve to maintain their sense of uniqueness relative 
to other people... it should not be surprising that uniqueness 
seeking behaviour is magnified when attitudes that people had 
theretofore believed were different are involved” (p.49-50).
This links with the notion posited by Ditto and Griffin (1993) that the value 
attached to distinctiveness varies in relation to whether it is present in 
relation to a valued or an undesirable quality. Both of these ideas provide
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particular encouragement to explore the idea that the response effects 
associated with high and low sensitive attitude items vary in relation to 
threats to distinctiveness. Thus the expectation here is that there will be 
an interaction of distinctiveness with ‘outcome sensitivity’. As was argued 
in relation to source sensitivity, the literature in relation to context effects 
which has been extended here In relation to a consideration of social 
psychological aspects of context, would also lead us to expect a main 
effect of distinctiveness.
In summary then, there are two manipulations within the present study 
relating to sensitivity. The core of the questionnaire consists of two sets of 
attitude items. Varying the sensitivity of the first and second sets of 
attitude items constitutes the manipulation of ‘source sensitivity’ and 
‘outcome sensitivity’ respectively, in relation to the third aim of this study it 
has been argued that the notion of distinctiveness provides a feasible 
starting point to gain an understanding of the processes underlying the 
response effects associated with differentially sensitive items. In the light 
of this, responses to the ‘outcome sensitivity’ items are embedded within a 
manipulation of distinctiveness
There are thus three main hypotheses
® Firstly, it was anticipated that the findings of the last study that there 
were different profiles of agreement associated with high and low 
sensitive items would be replicated.
* Secondly, it was expected that varying the context of sensitivity would 
affect responses to subsequent items. It was expected that the nature 
of this effect would vary in relation to the sensitivity of the outcome 
items.
® Thirdly, it was expected that varying the context in terms of
distinctiveness would affect responses to subsequent items. (As far as 
the nature of these effects are concerned, it was anticipated that similar 
strategies would be pursued by the ‘uniqueness deprived’ (low 
uniqueness) and ‘uniqueness accentuated’ (high uniqueness) groups
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and that these would be different from the ‘optimal distinctiveness’ 
group.)
It was also expected that there would be an interaction of 
distinctiveness with outcome sensitivity: that the effect of manipulating 
distinctiveness would vary in relation to the sensitivity of the outcome 
items.
8.2 Methodology
8.2.1 Participants
160 people participated in the study (97 males and 62 females; 1 missing 
value). Their ages ranged from 18 to 47 (median = 20). As in the previous 
studies they were all first or second year Arts Students in higher 
education. Their participation took place in class time and was at the 
request of their lecturer.
8.2.2 Procedure
Participants were initially told that the study was exploring the relationship 
between attitudes and individual differences. It was explained that there 
would be two sets of attitude items relating to AIDS and immigration and 
that these areas concern risk insofar as they relate to the possibility of 
negative outcomes. The researcher went on to explain that one area that 
has received little attention in the media relates to how particular individual 
characteristics relate to risk perceptions and that there would therefore be 
a third set of questions exploring “how you feel about yourself in relation 
to approaching new situations and how you deal with problems that you 
might come across”. It was explained that all responses would remain 
confidential; individuals were asked to put their initials on the paper but 
that this was solely for the purpose of linking up the different sections of 
the questionnaire.
The first section of the questionnaire was then administered (see 
Appendix 5) All participants answered demographic questions relating to
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age, gender and nationality. For half of the participants the remainder of 
this section consisted of ‘low sensitive’ items with the other half receiving 
‘high sensitive’ items (see Table 30). This constituted the manipulation of 
‘source sensitivity’.
Table 30: 'Source sensitivity' items 
Low sensitive items
1. Gays should take particular care about having safe sex
2. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture
3. Britain should be a place that welcomes residents of all nationalities
4. People have exaggerated the dangers of having unprotected sex
5. People who are refused entry to Britain should always have the right of appeal
6. I find sex is much more enjoyable without using a condom
7. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today
8. I have got a responsibility to my children to have safe sex now
9. Britain should have tighter immigration controls
10. On the whole people take seriously the importance of having safe sex
High sensitive items
1. Public officers should be trained to identify and report those suspected of 
being illegal immigrants
2. Too much fuss is made about AIDS - you have got to die of something
3. Relaxing immigration laws is likely to have an adverse effect on the quality of 
education available to my children
4. There is no excuse these days for people in Britain to get AIDS
5. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service
6. If you are gay these days you shouldn’t be surprised to be HIV positive
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7. It wouldn’t bother me to give mouth to mouth resuscitation to someone I knew 
was HIV positive
8. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people 
who haven’t got jobs
9. It is likely that at least one member of my family will die from AIDS during my 
lifetime
10. My parents would be quite happy to live in an area where immigrants were 
placed
Participants were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement with 
each item by assigning it a score between 0 and 100 where 100 would 
indicate absolute agreement with it and 0 would Indicate complete 
disagreement. Upon completion these papers were collected and 
removed by an assistant in order to effect the manipulation of 
distinctiveness.
While the assistant was absent participants were asked to complete the 
‘individual differences’ section of the questionnaire. This consisted of the 
general self-efficacy scale developed by Sherer and Maddux et al (1982). 
This was included as a filler activity in order to give the researchers time to 
compile the appropriate feedback in relation to the first set of attitude 
items. This particular scale was included to allow for the possibility of 
subsequently exploring the way in which the identity principles of efficacy 
and distinctiveness might interact.
Upon completion these papers were collected and the final stages of the 
questionnaire introduced. Firstly participants were told that something 
slightly different was required of them in relation to the second set of 
attitude items. The aim here was to relate the “individual differences" 
information to their judgments of how a typical other student would agree 
with each item. They were told that previous research had shown that it 
was most meaningful for individuals to do this in the context of indicating 
their own agreement and thus they would also be asked to do this.
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Secondly, the researcher explained that due to the previous research that 
had been carried out in relation to people’s attitudes to AIDS and 
immigration, it was possible to give feedback to each individual about how 
different their responses to the first set of questions were compared to the 
norms for a student population on the same items. They were told that 
their agreement profiles had been matched with these norms and that they 
would receive some feedback about this. It was explained that the 
researcher was, in turn, interested in their views about the feedback they 
had received and that there was therefore a final set of items asking for 
their views about this. Responses to these items constituted the 
manipulation check.
Some detail was given about the possible feedback that they might 
receive about the way in which their individual response profile might 
match the norms for the group of students to which they belonged .
Firstly, it could be that their responses were typical of the group, quite 
ordinary with nothing to distinguish them from the average student 
(‘uniqueness deprived condition’). Secondly, it could be that their 
agreement is moderately different from the average; in some ways they 
would be similar, in other ways they were distinctive and unique 
(‘uniqueness optimal’). Finally, it could be that their responses were totally 
different from the average student response: their profile was unique and 
distinctive (‘uniqueness accentuated’).
In conclusion, participants were told that they would first receive a sheet 
containing the relevant feedback and then the final set of questions. The 
assistant researcher returned and the final sections were distributed. The 
feedback sheets were initialled for each participant but had been randomly 
allocated to each of the ‘source sensitivity’ conditions. The final set of 
sensitive questions and the manipulation check was also distributed. 
Within each distinctiveness condition half the participants received high 
sensitive items and the other half received low sensitive items (see Table 
31) This constituted the manipulation of ‘outcome sensitivity’.
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Table 31: 'Outcome sensitivity’ items
Low sensitive
1. Men who have sex without a condom are acting irresponsibly
2. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life
3. Individuals have got a responsibility to society to use condoms
4. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English
5. Society does not allocate appropriate resources to deal with the threat of 
AIDS
6. Having strict limits on immigration is perfectly reasonable
7. Advertising about drug addicts not sharing needles has generally been 
effective
8 . Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can 
provide
9. People are wrong to link AIDS with homosexuality
10. People who are against immigration are too short-sighted to realise the way 
in which it enriches British culture
High sensitive
1. People who are refused entry to Britain should always have the right of appeal
2. AIDS In this country is due to gay men having unprotected sex
3. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar
4. I find anal sex is pleasurable
5. In many cases people who have got AIDS have only got themselves to blame
6 . People who support tightening of the immigration laws are generally racist
7. The results of positive AIDS tests should be made public
8. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe
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9. AIDS is unlikely to ever be a problem for me
10. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants
Individuals were asked to indicate the extent to which they thought that a 
typical student at this university would agree or disagree with each 
statement. They were then asked to indicate the extent to which they 
agreed or disagreed with each statement. For both their agreement and 
the agreement they attributed to a typical student a score between 0 and 
100 was assigned where 100 indicated absolute agreement and 0 
indicated complete disagreement.
The items in the ‘source sensitivity' and the ‘outcome sensitivity’ 
manipulation relating to AIDS and immigration were chosen as they were 
the areas that were the clearest exemplars of high and low sensitivity in 
the first study. The only criteria used to decide which items should be 
allocated to ‘source’ or ‘outcome’ conditions was that as far as possible, 
the orientation of the items to the issue should be balanced.
The full questionnaire, distinctiveness feedback, and experimental 
protocol can be seen in Appendix 5.
8.2.3 Design
Source sensitivity (high versus low), distinctiveness (deprived uniqueness 
versus optimal uniqueness versus accentuated uniqueness) and outcome 
sensitivity (high versus low) were manipulated in a 2x3x2 between 
subjects factorial design.
The dependent variables consist of the composite mean of ‘self 
agreement and the composite mean of the agreement attributed to the 
typical ‘other’ student.
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8.3 Results
8,3.1 Manipulation check measures
The first question to be addressed relates to the efficacy of the 
manipulation of distinctiveness which was assessed in relation to nine 
check items.
1. The feedback I had made me feel that my views must be very 
different from the majority of students (DIFFER)
2. When I first received feedback about the uniqueness of my 
responses I was a bit surprised by what it said (F_SURP).
3. I still feel a bit surprised by the feedback that I received 
S_SURP)
4. When I first received feedback about the uniqueness of my 
responses I was bothered by it. (F_BOTH)
5. I still feel a bit bothered by the feedback that I received 
(S_BOTH)
6 . The feedback that I was given was unfair (UNFAIR)
7. The feedback I had made me feel good (GOOD)
8 . The feedback I had made me feel special (SPECIAL)
On all the check items the scale ran from 1-7 with 1 indicating strong 
agreement and 7 indicating strong disagreement. Inspection of the check 
variables suggested that the manipulation of distinctiveness was largely - 
successful.
The main item for assessing the success of the manipulation of 
distinctiveness was, ‘The feedback I had made me feel that my views 
must be very different from the majority of students. ” It was anticipated 
that the ‘uniqueness accentuated’ group would agree more strongly than 
the ‘optimal uniqueness’ group, and that they in turn would evidence 
greater agreement than the ‘uniqueness deprived’ group. A one way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated significant differences between
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the groups (F = 33.73, p = .000). Post hoc tests (Scheffe) showed that 
the agreement of the ‘uniqueness accentuated' group (mean = 2.95) was 
significantly greater than the ‘optimal uniqueness’ group (mean 4.38).
The agreement of the latter group was also significantly greater than that 
of the ‘uniqueness deprived’ group (mean = 5.63).
ANOVAs also indicated significant differences between the ‘uniqueness 
deprived’ and ‘uniqueness accentuated’ groups in relation to how 
surprised they were at first about the feed back that they had received (F 
2,155 -  10,6 , p = .000), how surprised they still were (F = 8.19, p =
.000), how unfair they thought the feedback was (F = 4 52 , p = .012) -
and how special the feedback made them feel (F = 7.46, p = .001). ®
The means on the check variables can be seen in Table 32 and indicate 
that the unique group were more surprised both ‘at first’ and ‘now’ than 
both the other groups at the feedback they had received. They thought 
their feedback was more unfair than the ‘same’ group and said that it 
made them feel more special than the ‘same’ group.
For now it would seem reasonable to conclude that the manipulation of 
distinctiveness was effective in creating differences between the three 
groups in terms of how they felt about how different their responses were 
from those of other people. The nature of some of the check responses 
does raise questions however about the perception of this difference and 
how it was valued.
® Applying the appropriate Bonfenoni correction to take account of the number of separate 
ANOVAs, results in all but one of these F values being significant
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There was an interesting pattern of results in relation to another of the 
check items, I t  is important to me that I am different from other people” 
(IMPORT). It can be noted that this item does not refer to the feedback 
that had been received but rather relates to the perception of how 
important it is to be different from other people thus providing a direct 
opportunity to discount the threat perceived in the manipulation. A one 
way ANOVA indicated significant differences between the three levels of 
distinctiveness (F = 4.16, p = .017). Post hoc tests (Scheffe) and 
examination of the group means (see Table 32) shows that the 
‘uniqueness deprived' group said that it was less important to be different 
from others than the ‘optimal uniqueness’ group did (p = .027). The 
difference between the ‘uniqueness deprived ’ and ‘uniqueness 
accentuated’ groups was trending towards significance in the same 
direction (p = .086). That is, the ‘uniqueness accentuated’ group 
considered it more important to be different from other people than the 
‘uniqueness deprived ’ group did.
It is clear then that the direct opportunity to discount threat was taken: 
people who had feedback suggesting that their responses were similar to 
others said that it was less important to be different and those people 
whose distinctiveness was optimal or accentuated said that it was more 
important to them to be different. It is thus necessary to include this as a 
covariate when considering the effect of the distinctiveness manipulation 
in relation to the indirect opportunities provided to discount threat, that is, 
in relation to responses to high and low sensitive items.
In keeping with the principle of not assessing item sensitivity on a post hoc 
basis, as noted above, the designation of items used in the manipulation 
of both ‘source’ and ‘outcome sensitivity’ as being high or low sensitive 
had been established in the previous studies. However at the end of the 
present study, as part of the manipulation check, participants were also
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asked about how uneasy responding to the first and second set of attitude 
items made them feel. It was evident that the sensitivity of both sets of 
items was judged to be very similar in that the correlation between them 
was over .8 (p = .000) even for the participants for whom the source and 
outcome items were of mixed sensitivity (i.e. one high sensitive and the 
other low). A composite variable comprising the mean of the two scores 
was therefore computed. This score acted as the dependent variable and 
was subject to a 2 (source sensitivity: high versus low) x 2 (outcome 
sensitivity: high versus low) ANOVA in order to indicate whether the 
perception of item sensitivity was related to the sensitivity of the items that 
had been responded to. There was a marginally significant main effect of 
outcome sensitivity (F = 3.96, p = .048). Neither the main effect of source 
sensitivity or the interaction of source and item sensitivity approached 
significance. Examination of the relevant means shows that the effect of 
outcome sensitivity was in the expected direction in that those who 
responded to the high sensitive outcome items had a relatively higher 
perception of overall sensitivity (mean 5.11) than those whose outcome 
items were of low sensitivity (5.55). These mean values indicate that 
responding to both high and low sensitive items was not generally 
associated with causing unease.
8.3.2 Dependent measures
As noted above, the dependent variables in the present study are 
comprised of the participants’ own agreement and the agreement that they 
attribute to a ‘typical other student’ on each item. Two different ^
approaches to the analysis will be taken. These can be illustrated in 
relation to the table below which gives an example in relation to an 
independent variable with two conditions.
Table 33: Example table to illustrate analysis approach
Independent variable ‘Self ratings ‘Other’ ratings
Condition One A B
Condition Two C D
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1. The first approach would be to compare across conditions for each 
dependent variable. For example to see if there are any differences 
between cells A and, C or between cells B and D. To guard against 
Type 1 error this design would generally be analysed using multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) using ‘self and ‘other’ ratings as two 
dependent variables.
2. A particular focus of the present study relates to the distance which 
participants put between ‘self and ‘other’ ratings and thus a second 
approach involves computing an outcome variable which reflects this. 
This variable is the absolute value of the difference between mean ‘self 
and mean ‘other’ agreement. The question can then be asked as to 
whether there are differences between (A minus B) and (C minus D). 
This analysis is concerned with the absolute difference between the two 
scores and thus, unlike the first analysis, does not incorporate 
information about their magnitude. This approach will be analysed 
using ANOVA.
8.3.2.1 Co-variate issue
A major focus of the present study is whether participants respond to the 
threat inherent in the sensitivity of the questionnaire items (both ‘source’ 
and ‘outcome’) and in the manipulation of distinctiveness by assessing the 
magnitude of agreement with those items differently. It has been 
suggested that this can be considered to be an indirect way of coping with 
threat. However, as noted above, an opportunity to of/recf/y discount any 
perceived threat to uniqueness was given in relation to the item, “It is 
important to me that I am different from other people". The results 
reported above make it clear that participants did respond to this item in 
ways consistent with reducing the discomfort associated with the feedback 
they had been given. In considering the extent to which people indirectly 
discount threat in relation to their responses to their agreement, it 
therefore becomes important to take account of, and exclude the variance
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associated with the extent to which threat was directly discounted. In the 
following analyses therefore, this measure of direct coping with threat is 
used as a co-variate. Thus the first issue identified above will be 
analysed using multivariate analysis of co-variance (MAN CO VA) and the 
second using analysis of co-variance (ANCOVA).
Evaluation of the assumptions necessary to proceed with these tests 
provided mixed evidence. In relation to the ANCOVA, inspection of the 
distribution of the dependent variable indicated that it was severely 
positively skewed and so a logarithmic transformation was applied. The 
distribution then approximated normality. As far as the MAN CO VA is 
concerned, examination of multivariate normality and of the homogeneity 
of the covariance matrices suggested that these assumptions were not 
fully met. However, multivariate analysis of variance is considered to be 
robust insofar as the effect of violating these assumptions is unlikely to 
inflate significance levels, rather reducing power (Stevens, 1986; Grimm & 
Yarnold, 1995).
8.S.2.2 MANCOVA
In the first analysis a 2x3x2 between subjects multivariate analysis of 
covariance was performed with two dependent variables: the agreement 
attributed to ‘self and the agreement attributed to ‘other’. Independent 
variables were source sensitivity (high and low), distinctiveness 
(uniqueness deprived, optimal distinctiveness and uniqueness 
accentuated) and outcome sensitivity (high and low). Adjustment was 
made for one co-variate: the importance of uniqueness.
Bearing in mind the nature of the dependent variables it is not surprising 
that they are highly correlated (.72, p = .000). This is not ideal and it is 
generally noted that little can be gained by inclusion of such variables 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). However, to maintain consistency with the 
next analysis which uses the difference between ‘self and ‘other’ ratings 
as the dependent variable, this approach has not combined or deleted
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one of the dependent variables. Further justification for including two 
such dependent variables is obtained by noting that, as with the study 
reported In the previous chapter, it is not a focus of this analysis to assign 
precedence to one or other of them or to assess their differential 
contributions to significant differences among the independent variables. 
Thus the approach here is rather to alert the reader to the conceptual and 
statistical relationship between the dependent variables and to the fact 
that the univariate F ratios are not independent. “Appropriate 
interpretative adjustment” should thus be made (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
1996, p.402).
A MANCOVA with ‘self and ‘other’ agreement scores as the dependent 
variables revealed main effects for outcome sensitivity (Wilks A = .42 F = 
94.30 p = .000, partial = .58) and distinctiveness (Wilks A = .91, F 
= 3.23 p = .013, partial = .04). The main effect of source sensitivity 
was also trending towards significance (Wilks A = .91, F = 2.96 p = 
.055, partial = .04). There were no significant interaction effects. As 
expected there was also a significant relationship between the covariate 
and the dependent variables (Wilks A = .90, F = 7.10 p = .001, partial 
t|2 = .093).
In the light of the significant multivariate F ratios the pattern of significant 
univariate effects can be noted.
The manipulation of outcome sensitivity affected both ‘self (F = 181.93, p 
= .000) and ‘other’ (F = 86.11, p = .000) agreement ratings. The nature of 
these differences is that there was greater agreement with low sensitive 
items and greater disagreement with high sensitive items. This pattern 
was evident in relation to the agreement attributed to ‘self (39.22 for high 
sensitive items compared with 65.23 for low sensitive) and in relation to 
the agreement attributed to ‘other’ (48.30 for high sensitive items 
compared to 65.29 for low sensitive).
These results are not of primary interest insofar as they do not bear upon 
the hypotheses for this study. However it should be noted in passing that
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they are consistent with the results of the previous studies in two important 
ways. Firstly, they again draw attention to the different patterns of 
agreement generally associated with high and low sensitive items. 
Secondly, this also replicates the results obtained in the last study in the 
‘independent’ group where distinctiveness was achieved by putting 
distance between ‘self and ‘other’ rather than by agreeing in a ‘counter 
normative’ direction as more often occurred in the interdependent group. 
All participants in this study responded under ‘independent’ conditions and 
there was no evidence of agreement in what has been termed, a ‘counter 
normative’ direction.
In relation to the significance of source sensitivity’ it was only the ‘other’ 
ratings that were affected by the manipulation of source sensitivity (F =
5.81, p = .017). This relates to the second hypothesis and is indicative of 
the way in which item sensitivity might have an effect when it forms part of 
the context in which subsequent questions are situated. Essentially a 
main effect here means that there were differences in the magnitude of 
agreement that was attributed to ‘other’ that were a function of whether the 
first set of items, (answered before the filler activity and the uniqueness 
feedback) were high or low sensitive. As far as the nature of this effect 
was concerned, less agreement was attributed to ‘other’ on the second set 
of items when the first set of items had been high sensitive (54.59 
compared with 59). It can be noted that the hypothesised interaction 
between source sensitivity and outcome sensitivity did not occur.
Thirdly, the manipulation of distinctiveness affected both ‘self agreement 
(F = 5.10, p = .007) and ‘other’ agreement (F = 4.82, p = .009).
Essentially this means that the magnitude of agreement attributed to ‘self 
and ‘other’ varied as a function of how different participants believed their 
responses to a previous set of items were. As far as the nature of this 
effect is concerned, the means presented in Table 34 below show similar 
‘self and ‘other’ agreement patterns for the uniqueness deprived’ and 
uniqueness accentuated’ groups. The group that rated the items 
differently was the ‘optimal uniqueness group’. They registered lower
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agreement than the other two groups in relation to both ‘self and ‘other’ 
ratings. This effect of the distinctiveness manipulation did not vary in 
relation to the sensitivity of the outcome items, that is, the expected 
interaction between distinctiveness and outcome sensitivity did not occur.
Table 34: Combined adjusted means for ‘self and ‘other’ ratings by 
distinctiveness
SELF OTHER
DEPRIVED 55.12 59.12
OPTIMAL 47.98 52.57
ACCENTUATED 53.58 58.67
8.3.2.S ANCOVA
In the second analysis a 2x3x2 between subjects analysis of covariance 
was performed on the difference between ‘self and ‘other’ agreement 
scores on the outcome sensitivity items (ALL_DIFF). As noted above a 
logarithmic transformation was applied to enable the distribution of this 
variable to approximate normality. Again, the independent variables were 
source sensitivity (high and low), distinctiveness (uniqueness deprived, 
optimal distinctiveness and uniqueness accentuated) and outcome 
sensitivity (high and low). Adjustment was made for one co-variate: the 
importance of uniqueness.
As indicated in Table 35 after adjustment for the covariate there were 
significant main effects on ALL DIFF(log) of ‘outcome sensitivity’ (F = 
16.88^'^^\ p = .000, partial = .112) and o f ‘source sensitivity’ (F = 6.12 
p = .015, partial = .044). The interaction between outcome 
sensitivity and source sensitivity was also significant (F = 8.21 p = 
.005). There was no main effect of distinctiveness nor any significant 
interaction effect involving distinctiveness. As expected there was also a 
significant relationship between the covariate and the dependent variables 
(F = 8.91' ' ^ , p  = .003)
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Table 35: Analysis of covariance of differences between 'self and 'other' ratings 
(log)
Source of variance Adjusted SS df MS F P
Co-variate 1.31 1 1.31 8.91 .003
DISTINC .18 2 .09 .60 .549
SOURCSENS .90 1 .90 6.12 .015
OUTSENS 2.48 1 2.48 16.88 .000
DISTINC X SOURCSENS .18 2 .09 .61 .547
DISTINC X OUTSENS ,36 2 .18 1.21 .301
SOURCSENS X OUTSENS 1.21 1 1.21 8.21 .005
DISTINC X SOURCSENS X OUTSENS .09 2 .05 .32 .728
Error 19.67 134 .15
In relation to the main effect of outcome sensitivity, examination of the 
relevant adjusted marginal means shows that they lay in the predicted 
direction with the log of ALL_DIFF for high outcome sensitivity (.97) being 
significantly greater than that for low outcome sensitivity (.69). This 
provides evidence in support of the first hypothesis and replicates the 
results of the last study that greater difference was put between ‘self and 
‘other’ on high sensitive items.
As far as the main effect of source sensitivity is concerned, where ‘source 
sensitivity’ was low, greater difference was put between ‘self and ‘other’ 
(log of ALL_DIFF -  .91) on the outcome items than when it was high (log 
of ALL_DIFF -  .75). This is indicative of the effect of variations in the 
sensitivity of the context. As hypothesised, the results indicate that the 
distance that participants put between the agreement attributed to ‘self 
and ‘other’ is in part a function of whether the first set of items (answered 
before the manipulation and before the filler activity) were high or low 
sensitive.
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In terms of the nature of these effects, when low sensitive items formed 
the context, greater distance was put between ‘self and ‘other’ ratings on 
the outcome items than when it was high sensitive items that formed the 
context. This would seem to contrast with the way in which items that 
varied in their sensitivity were affected by the context afforded by the 
manipulations in the last study. Here greater self/other differences were 
more likely to be associated with high sensitive items. This indicates that 
the effects of item sensitivity are more complex than has been indicated 
thus far.
Some light can be shed on this complexity in relation to the significant 
interaction between ‘source sensitivity’ and ‘outcome sensitivity’. The 
adjusted cell means in relation to this interaction can be seen in Table 36 
below.
Table 36: Adjusted means for the interaction between 'source sensitivity' and 
'outcome sensitivity'
High
outcome sensitivity
Low
outcome sensitivity
High source sensitivity .97 .52
Low source sensitivity .95 .87
This indicates that both high and low source sensitivity are associated with 
relatively large differences between ‘self and ‘other’ ratings on high 
sensitive outcome items. However, on low sensitive outcome items 
source sensitivity has a differential effect. Low source sensitivity is related 
to greater self/other differences, whereas high source sensitivity leads to 
relatively smaller self/other differences being established.
In conclusion then, two different approaches have been taken to the 
analysis of the agreement scores attributed to ‘self and ‘other’. It is clear 
that the sensitivity of the outcome variable is important both in relation to 
the magnitude of ‘self and ‘other’ ratings and in terms of the discrepancy 
between them. The latter finding provides replicates the results of the
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previous study and thus provides evidence in support of the first 
hypothesis. The effect of ‘source sensitivity’ was primarily in evidence in 
relation to the discrepancy between ‘self and ‘other’ and is suggestive of 
the differential effect of sensitive items when they constitute the context for 
subsequent questions. It was clear that the manipulation of 
distinctiveness did not affect the distance between ‘self and ‘other’ 
agreement but clearly did affect the magnitude of that agreement. The 
lack of an interaction between distinctiveness and ‘outcome sensitivity’ 
casts doubt upon the possibility that threat to distinctiveness causes the 
differential pattern of responses to high and low sensitive items.
8.4 Discussion
The final study of this programme of research aimed to further explore the 
effects of asking sensitive questions. In relation to attitudes in two 
different topic areas, further support has been obtained for the different 
patterns of responses associated with high and low sensitive items. 
Secondly, in relation to the way in which the outcome items were 
differentially affected by context, agreement responses were affected by 
the manipulations of both ‘source sensitivity’ and ‘distinctiveness’. A 
major finding of the last study was that there was a differential effect of the 
context on responses to high and low sensitive items. This was explored 
in the present study in relation to manipulations of ‘source sensitivity’ and 
‘distinctiveness.’ However, this effect was only obtained in relation to 
source sensitivity.
Before discussing the results that bear upon these hypotheses the issue 
of discounting threat in relation to direct or indirect means can be 
broached. This was pertinent in relation to the manipulation check results 
and had implications for the approach taken in the rest of the study ( i.e. 
using a check variable as a covariate).
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8.4.1 Coping with threat and the manipulation check
The opportunity for participants to directly discount threat to 
distinctiveness was provided and was taken. People who had been given 
feedback suggesting that their responses were very simiiar to others said 
that it was less important to be unique. At one level this can be 
considered to provide additional evidence for the efficacy of the 
distinctiveness manipulation in that very specific feedback about how 
different responses to a particular set of items affected the general 
assessment of how important it is to be different from other people. It 
appeared that the specific cues provided were used to interpret a relevant 
but more general item. At another level the way in which responses to 
manipulation check items might be used to cope with threat has 
implications for the interpretation of such checks. This notion is not 
germane to this research. However, as noted earlier a paper addressing 
this issue and the way in which it is informed by this research can be 
found in Appendix 6 .
Another issue that was addressed in relation to the manipulation check 
related to participants’ assessments of the sensitivity of the items used. 
There was little difference in the perception of unease associated with 
high and low sensitive items. As considerable weight has been given in 
this research to arguing the necessity of establishing the sensitivity of 
attitude items on an a priori basis, and thus to compiling a pool of high and 
low sensitive items, the purpose of asking people to rate their unease was 
not primarily as a check on the sensitivity of the items.
Again though these results suggest the potential complexity of interpreting 
manipulation checks in relation to studies that are concerned with threat. 
Generally when there is no effect of the independent variable(s) on the 
check and yet the dependent variables do vary in relation to the 
manipulation, the legitimate interpretation would be that it wasn’t the 
manipulated variable that caused the changes in the dependent variable. 
Another possibility would be that the threat check was inadequate in some
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way. This series of studies has suggested another possibility, that is that 
the manipulation was successful, and that the threat it posed was actually 
addressed in relation to the dependent variable and consequently 
dissipated to some extent prior to the check measurement. (For further 
discussion of this issue see Appendix 6 )
In this particular instance however it is suggested that the most likely 
explanation of the check not registering any difference in the unease 
associated with high and low sensitive items is that it is a function of the 
two different ways in which participants were asked to rate sensitivity. In 
the first two studies and the previous one (Chapters 4, 5 and 7), having 
received a mix of high and low sensitive items, participants are asked to 
rate their unease with each item on an individual basis. In the present 
study, participants were issued two sets of items that were each 
homogenous with respect to sensitivity and were then asked to rate them 
as a unit. (It can be noted in passing that the latter rating procedure was 
also adopted in relation to the third study reported in Chapter 6 where the 
check similarly provided no evidence for the success of the manipulation.)
8.4.2 Differences between high and low sensitive items
Several points can be made in relation to the main hypotheses of this 
study.
Thus far this research has sought to demonstrate the ways in which items 
that vary in their sensitivity are associated with different patterns of 
agreement and are also differentially affected by variations in the context 
of threat. In this final study one of the primary aims was to replicate this 
finding. In relation to the main effect of 'outcome sensitivity’ on the pattern 
of self/other differences it was evident that there was a greater 
discrepancy in response to high sensitive items than to low sensitive 
items. To the extent that responding to high sensitive items embodies a 
greater degree of threat it would seem clear that participants responded to 
this by putting greater distance between their own agreement and that
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attributed to others than they did in response to less threatening low 
sensitive items.
8 .4.2.1 Sensitive items as context
There was also some evidence in support of the contention of the last 
study that responses to high and low sensitive items are differentially 
affected by context. The interaction of ‘source sensitivity' with ‘outcome 
sensitivity’ demonstrated in relation to the difference between ‘self and 
other’ ratings that responses to high and low sensitive items varied in 
relation to whether the earlier items were of high or low sensitivity. Two 
points can be made in discussion of this. Firstly, the nature of this effect 
was unexpected. Whatever the sensitivity of the source items there were 
similar (relatively large) self/other differences in relation to high sensitive 
outcome items. However in relation to the low sensitive source items it 
was the low sensitive outcome items that evidenced greater self/other 
differences. Although no detailed predictions had been made in relation to 
this, the expectation on the basis of the last study would have been that it 
was the high sensitive items that would be associated with greater ‘self 
and ‘other’ differences in response to the context manipulation. Although 
this does not affect the main thrust of this research that items varying in 
their sensitivity are differentially affected by manipulations of context, it 
does suggest that the nature of these effects is more complex than has 
been seen thus far. Further research would be needed to see whether 
this is specifically a function of using sensitivity as part of the context or 
whether the conclusion that it is generally high sensitive items that are 
affected by the manipulations is unwarranted.
8.4.2.2 Distinctiveness and sensitivity
The second point relates to the fact that the expected interaction between 
the context and outcome sensitivity did not materialise in relation to 
distinctiveness. This is relevant at two levels. Firstly and most importantly 
this is the only occasion that there has been a manipulation of context that
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has not led to greater difference between ‘self and ‘other’ agreement 
ratings on high sensitive items. This would not appear attributable to an 
inadequate manipulation: responses to the check items indicated 
substantial differences between the groups in terms of how different they 
believed that their responses were from typical others. Additionally, as 
discussed below, there was a clear main effect of distinctiveness on 
responses to the outcome items. Unfortunately the data do not permit us 
to be as conclusive about what was the reason for this result. It might be 
suggested that although there were differences between the groups in 
terms of how distinctive they felt, that these differences were all within a 
low magnitude of threat. Such an eventuality could have been due to the 
specificity of the source of the threat (Ditto & Griffin, 1993), that is, it was 
uniqueness in relation to responses to one very particular set of responses 
that was manipulated. These comments are essentially speculative 
however. The main point to consider here is that this proved to be a 
manipulation of context that did not affect high and low sensitive items 
differentially.
The second point to discuss in relation to the lack of an interaction 
between distinctiveness and outcome sensitivity relates to the hypothesis 
that It may be a threat to distinctiveness that lies behind the different 
patterns of agreement with high and low sensitive responses. This initial 
attempt to identify underlying processes has been unsuccessful. It would 
seem clear that the pattern of responses that is compatible with being 
used to seek distinctiveness is not motivated by a threat to distinctiveness. 
Again, any reasons that can be suggested for this can only be speculative. 
Further work is needed to identify other credible hypotheses as to the 
nature of the processes that underlie the patterns of response effects that 
have been observed in relation to differentially sensitive items.
8.4.2.3 Context effects
The focus of the final hypothesis was concerned with a broader 
consideration of context effects. As noted earlier the collaboration
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between cognitive psychologists and survey methodologists has mainly 
been associated with the effects of ‘within questionnaire’ aspects of 
context such as question order, the alignment of general and specific 
questions and the effects of different numbers and widths of response 
categories. This research however has been concerned to draw attention 
to the way in which variation in broader aspects of context may affect 
questionnaire responses and should therefore be taken into account. 
Having looked at a particular manifestation of this issue in relation to the 
predicted interactions between the manipulations and sensitivity, 
examination of the main effects of the manipulations of ‘source sensitivity’ 
and distinctiveness allows a consideration of effects that are independent 
of the outcome sensitivity of the items.
As far as source sensitivity is concerned, this is the first time that items 
that vary in their sensitivity have been used as part of the context.
Building on the differential effects of context manipulations on items that 
vary In their sensitivity, it was suggested that there would be a differential 
effect of sensitive items when they are part of the context. The nature of 
the main effect is qualified by the interaction noted above, however the 
results of both analyses showed that the magnitude of the agreement 
attributed to others and the difference put between ‘self and ‘other’ ratings 
were affected by the sensitivity of an earlier set of items. If Gaskell et al’s 
(1995) conclusions about processes underlying the effects of earlier 
questions on responses to later ones is applicable here, this would 
suggest that it is the content of the items rather than the way that they are 
responded to that frames and leads to the interpretation of later items. 
Although such an analysis has not been addressed here, this conclusion 
links with the present focus on the importance of sensitivity as one aspect 
of the content that has implications for responses to questionnaire items. 
Certainly it would seem to be a noteworthy addition to the finding that 
sensitive items respond differently to context, that they also affect 
responses differently when forming part of the context.
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There was also a main effect of the manipulation of distinctiveness. This 
did not affect the distance that was placed between ‘self and ‘other’ 
ratings but had a clear effect on the magnitude of ‘self and ‘other’ ratings. 
Holding constant the opportunities that were taken to directly discount 
threat in relation to assessing the overall importance of uniqueness, it was 
evident that greater agreement was attributed to both ‘self and ‘other’ in 
the conditions of deprived and accentuated uniqueness.
It has been suggested that this pattern of results can be considered as an 
indirect means of coping with the threat. It is interesting that the nature of 
the effects of manipulating distinctiveness on what is a qualitatively 
different outcome variable than used previously is fully compatible with 
theory In this area. The expectation from this would be that it would be the 
‘optimal uniqueness’ group that had a different profile of results than the 
‘uniqueness deprived’ and the uniqueness accentuated’ groups, and that 
in turn the responses of these two groups would be similar in that they 
would both be motivated to adjust their uniqueness to optimal levels 
(Snyder and Fromkin, 1980). As far as the nature of this effect is 
concerned, extending this theoretical argument would lead to the 
inference that when distinctiveness was perceived as being sub-optimal 
for any reason, that this was addressed by registering higher levels of 
agreement. Lower, less extreme, levels of agreement were compatible 
with being optimally distinctive.
Both the manipulation of distinctiveness and of source sensitivity affected 
levels of agreement with a subsequent set of attitude items. This would 
provide further evidence of the way in which such Judgments are 
constructed ‘on line’ and are affected by the context In which the 
questionnaire is embedded. This does not simply apply to structural 
issues such as question order or response format but also to identity 
related processes. It has been suggested that such a pattern of 
responses Is compatible with the notion that threat (to distinctiveness in 
this instance) can be coped with through indirect means.
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In conclusion, although there have been some unexpected findings 
(primarily the lack of an interaction between distinctiveness and the 
sensitivity of the outcome items) the results of the present study are 
further indicative of the differential outcomes associated with questions 
that vary in their sensitivity. High and low sensitive items are associated 
with different patterns of ‘self agreement and the agreement attributed to 
‘other’. They are affected in different ways by the sensitivity of earlier 
items. Aside from the issue of sensitivity, the effect of varying context in 
relation to distinctiveness was noted. In the final chapter the implications 
of these findings for the interpretation of questionnaires and the way they 
relate to the development of future theory and practice will be discussed.
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19. Chapter Nine. Discussion
9.1 Introduction
The series of studies reported in this thesis were developed to address 
some of the issues involved in asking people sensitive questions. Each of 
these studies has been discussed separately, with the earlier ones 
informing the discussion as well as the design of the later ones. In the 
light of this, the aim of this final chapter is twofold. Firstly, the main overall 
findings will be summarised, paying particular attention to the way in which 
these build upon existing research in this area. Secondly, theoretical and 
methodological implications of these findings will be noted in conjunction 
with suggestions for future research in this area.
9.2 A bird’s eye view
This research set out to explore the extent to which sensitive attitude 
items in questionnaires might be subject to context effects. However, 
reviews of the literature indicated that before this could be done two other 
questions had to be addressed. Firstly, what were sensitive attitude 
items? Secondly, how should context be conceptualised?
The answer to the first question was provided in the first three studies of 
this research programme. It was clear from examining empirical work that 
an initial problem facing the researcher wishing to explore the processes 
involved in responding to sensitive questions was the lack of definitional 
clarity in the area. Particular topics were often defined as being sensitive 
perse, designations of sensitivity were often made by the researcher or 
post hoc ratings of sensitivity were given by participants. Thus the initial 
aim was to explore the possibility of deriving a pool of attitude items that 
varied in their sensitivity in advance of being used in further research.
The literature suggested that threat was a key dimension of sensitivity and 
so this was operationalised in terms of the extent to which responding to
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the items made people feel uneasy. It was clear that it was possible for 
participants to make meaningful distinctions about this and the designation 
of these items as being of high or low sensitivity was maintained in 
subsequent studies using the same population within a time frame of 
approximately two years.
The first study was successful in establishing a pool of high and low 
sensitive items to be used in further work. It was then important to gain 
some indication of the extent to which sensitivity might be an important 
factor in determining responses to attitude items. This was addressed by 
establishing the relationship between agreement and sensitivity. Having 
taken item orientation into account it was evident that there were clear 
patterns of association between high and low sensitive items and low and 
high agreement respectively. The importance of these naturally occurring 
sensitivities was further suggested in the third study where the difficulties 
of inducing item sensitivity through a manipulation were evident.
Thus far then progress had been made in relation to deriving a pool of 
items that had been defined in advance as sensitive by a particular 
population. A second important aspect of the findings from the early 
studies was the nature of the relationship between agreement and 
sensitivity. This could not be attributed to the orientation of the items and 
indicated that sensitivity was an important component of response 
patterns.
In moving on to consider how high and low sensitive items might be 
differentially affected by context, the question of how context should be 
conceptualised was addressed in relation to two observations. Firstly, it 
was evident from the literature on context effects that it was important to 
consider broader dimensions of context than simply factors that are part of 
the data collection process. Secondly, the literature revealed that, either 
implicitly or explicitly, ‘threat ‘ was a key defining principle of sensitivity. 
Attention thus turned to exploring how differentially sensitive items were 
affected by manipulating different dimensions of threat.
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The key finding of the fourth study was that responses to high and low 
sensitive items were differentially affected by the manipulations of identity 
salience, identity threat, and of the extent to which other people's views 
had to be taken into account. When participants were asked to indicate 
their own agreement and the agreement they would attribute to others 
their responses in relation to high sensitive items were consistent with 
those Items being used to achieve distinctiveness.
In the final study the focus was extended. As well as exploring the way in 
which sensitive items are differentially affected by the context, attention 
was also paid to the effect of including sensitive items as part of the 
context. The results here suggested that responses to high and low 
sensitive items varied in relation to whether an earlier set of items were of 
high or low sensitivity. Although the manipulation of distinctiveness did 
not interact with item sensitivity in this way as was predicted, the main 
effect of this manipulation further strengthened the argument for 
considering the way in which broader aspects of context affect agreement 
responses as well as confirming other research concerning optimal levels 
of distinctiveness.
9.3 Implications
This summary has identified a number of ways in which the findings of the 
present series of studies have extended the findings of previous work in 
this area. In the light of this, several ways in which these can inform both 
theoretical and methodological considerations can be highlighted.
9.3.1 Taking sensitivitv into account
In the light of the way in which high and low sensitive items are 
differentially affected by changes in the context in which they are 
embedded, the primary implication of this research concerns the 
importance of taking the sensitivity of attitude items into account. Before 
discussing the precedents for doing this and considering some
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suggestions for how this might be done, the implications of not taking 
account of item sensitivity can be noted.
Responses to attitude items are used as outcome measures in research 
exploring the way in which social processes operate, for example in 
relation to the self, groups or social influence. As noted earlier they are 
also used in relation to the collaboration between survey methodologists 
and cognitive psychologists exploring the nature of context effects. The 
results of the current programme of research suggest that response 
patterns will to some extent be a function of the range of sensitivity of the 
items and also that high and low sensitive items may be differentially 
affected by any manipulations that form the context for responding to 
these items. The implication of this is that it is possible that particular 
patterns of results may be attributed to the operation of the processes 
being investigated when they are, rather, attributable to the sensitivity of 
the items that are being used and to the way in which this is interacting 
with these processes.
It can also be suggested that these results have implications for the 
interpretation of attitude surveys. It was evident from the first study 
(Chapter 4) that a range of items can be generated in a particular topic 
area that vary in their sensitivity - it is not simply that some topics are 
sensitive in and of themselves and some are not. When this finding is 
taken in conjunction with the relationship noted between agreement and 
sensitivity (Chapter 5), it is clear that when a composite variable is derived 
any overall agreement score will be in part a function of the sensitivity of 
the various items of which it is comprised. The effect that this has on 
surveys is further complicated by the way in which what is considered to 
be sensitive is itself contextual and is thus likely to vary across 
participants.
At one level it might be argued that, in contrast to the situation where 
attitude items are used as part of a (quasi-) experimental design, surveys 
represent a situation where broader aspects of context are held constant
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and thus that items that vary in their sensitivity will not be differentially 
affected. However, although the focus of this research has been on the 
imposition of different aspects of context by experimentally manipulating 
them, this is not to imply that context is uniform in ‘real life’ contexts. For 
example, in the fourth study (Chapter 7) one of the manipulations that 
proved to be very important in its differential effect upon the agreement 
ratings with high and low sensitive items was the salience of identity.
There are many situations where responding to survey questions may be 
associated with highlighting the salience of particular identities, or where 
the salience of a particular identity may vary across respondents. This 
may particularly relevant when a survey is exploring a situation with vested 
interests for example in an occupational or risk related context.
Having identified the possible consequences of not taking the sensitivity of 
attitude items Into account, a reminder of the ways in which sensitivity has 
been taken into account in relation to self-reports of behaviour is 
informative for two reasons. Firstly, it strengthens the argument that it is 
important to do this in relation to attitude items. Secondly, it may also 
provide some clues about the ways in which this should (or should not) be 
done.
The literature reviewed in Chapter Two demonstrated that self-reports of 
sensitive behaviours are associated with under (or over) reporting. A 
number of strategies were reviewed that have been adopted in order to 
minimise this response bias . These included issuing guarantees of 
anonymity, adjusting the structure of the questionnaire, changing the 
mode of administration and seeking alternative methodologies. These 
strategies all aim to decrease the likelihood of under reporting and 
increase the likelihood of the respondent giving ‘true’ answers at the data 
collection stage. Less commonly it has been suggested that the bias 
associated with reporting sensitive behaviours can be addressed in terms 
of a compensation or adjustment being made affer data collection. For 
example, Brad burn and Sudman (1979) say that
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“common sense suggests that revised estimates incorporating 
supplementary information about uneasiness are improved 
estimates." (p.75)
They go about this by deriving a measure of distortion from the difference 
between validating information about the actual occurrence of an activity 
and reporting levels. Having explored the relationship between this 
measure of distortion and ratings of unease with each item (i.e. how 
threatening or sensitive it is) they suggest that revised estimates can be 
derived by assuming
"...that respondents who report being very uneasy are at least as 
likely to participate in an activity as those who report being 
moderately uneasy or all other respondents." (p.84)
Another approach that has been used in relation to adjusting the data to 
allow for the sensitivity of the question involves weighting responses to 
sensitive questions by the self-reported honesty of the participants 
(Zimmerman & Langer, 1995).
Some of these strategies are predicated on the assumption that the bias 
associated with highly sensitive questions stems from self-presentational 
concerns. It is presumed that if such concerns can be lessened by, for 
example, issuing assurances of anonymity, that more truthful responses 
will follow. As the way in which Item sensitivity and social desirability 
concerns map on to each other has not been explored, this remains an 
assumption that may or may not be applicable in different circumstances. 
The strategy noted above that does not make any assumptions about the 
way in which social desirability concerns relate to item sensitivity is that of 
Brad burn and Sudman (1979). However, here it can be noted that there 
are shortcomings in the way in which sensitivity is defined as well as 
problems obtaining validating information in relation to many aspects of 
behaviour.
The upshot of this is that if no assumptions are to be made about the 
relationship between sensitive items and social desirability concerns, and
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if the conclusions about the importance of taking item sensitivity into 
account are accepted, then the sine qua non of allowing or compensating 
for item sensitivity involves knowing which items it is that are sensitive.
This was a vital building block of the present research, without which it 
would not have been possible to attribute findings about the effects of 
context to variations in item sensitivity.
Once the sensitivity of items in relation to a particular topic (for a particular 
time and place) are known, this information can be incorporated within any 
models that are developed. For example this could be done by 
researchers establishing that their models of the operation of particular 
processes were either equally applicable in relation to responses to high 
and low sensitive items, or, if not, that it was consistent with the model that 
there were differences between the two areas. This is not possible if item 
sensitivity is unknown. It is being suggested then that if there are different 
patterns of responses to high and low sensitive items and that these items 
are affected in different ways by the context in which the questions are 
situated that it is beholden on researchers to take account of this in the 
way in which they explain and develop models of the operation of social 
processes. Such a practice would also lead to a much better 
understanding of the way in which differentially sensitive items interact 
with different aspects of the context in which they are embedded.
It may also be possible for existing data sets to be re-analysed in the light 
of these issues. Again, the aim here would be to establish whether the 
conclusions that have been drawn are in any way contingent on the 
sensitivity of the items that were used. The obvious objection to such a 
re-analysis is that it is unlikely that the participants’ perceptions of item 
sensitivity will be known. However it may well be that the researcher has 
reason to believe from his/her experience of the research process that 
particular items were considered to be sensitive. Bearing in mind the lack 
of research in this area this would seem to be a reasonable starting point 
for a retrospective exploration of these issues.
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A central recommendation of the present research is that item sensitivity
should be established and that this should be done in relation to the
participants themselves. In one sense it would seem an arduous and
impractical task to do this. Initially there is little that can be done to i
minimise this drawback. It is possible though that as well as seeing the |
benefits of taking item sensitivity into account in terms of increasing the i
power of predictor variables, that there would be an increased |
understanding of why an item is considered to be sensitive and how item
Isensitivity may map on to particular identities or, conversely, be rather j
more consensual. Establishing item sensitivity in relation to the population |
Ibeing sampled will also lead to benefits in relation to studies specifically 
exploring the effects of asking sensitive questions. As noted earlier, this 
would preclude the possibility of explaining unexpected patterns of results 
by suggesting that the items in question may not actually be sensitive. For 
example a recent study by Tourangeau and Smith e ta l (1997) compared 
the bogus pipeline technique with self-report measures and found that the 
former increased the reporting of sensitive behaviours in a number of 
areas. In their literature review the importance of the participants 
themselves defining what is sensitive is implicit when they refer to an 
ambiguous result in a similar study saying,
“It is not clear however, whether respondents in this study
considered alcohol use undesirable enough to misreport about it"
(p.212).
In the light of this it is perhaps surprising that in their study it would appear 
that it was the researchers themselves that designated particular topics a s . 
being sensitive. It emerged that there were a number of dimensions of 
behaviour where there was no difference between the two methods. Had 
item sensitivity been established in advance it would have been possible 
to make a stronger argument for when the increased motivation to be 
truthful provided by the bogus pipeline technique was, and was not, likely 
to have an effect.
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In arguing the importance of taking item sensitivity into account it is not 
being suggested that is possible to eradicate its effects. One might 
equally well argue that context effects can be eliminated. However 
gaining an understanding of how sensitivity operates may lead to reaching 
a position where in some circumstances it is seen as desirable to 
intentionally include items within a particular research design that are 
known to be highly sensitive.
The potential tenability of this suggestion can be illustrated in relation to 
some recent work in relation to context effects. This idea, although not 
forming a coherent theme, clearly emerges in several papers in the area. 
As long ago as 1974 when exploring the nature of response effects 
Sudman and Bradburn drew attention to McGuire’s (1969) point that,
“It is a wise experimenter who knows his artifact from his main 
effect; and wiser still is the researcher who realises that today’s 
artifact may be tomorrow’s independent variable.” (p. 13)
This notion was also alluded to by Tourangeau and Rasinski (1988) in 
defining their aim in exploring response effects as discovering “the 
substantive meat in what others may well regard as methodological 
poison” (p.301).
Flesh has been put on these ideas by Gaskell and Wright et ai (1995) as 
they advocate working with rather than against context effects. They note 
that manipulating aspects of prior questions can be used to gain an 
understanding of the stability of responses to subsequent items and thus 
inform research concerned with the structure and measurement of 
attitudes. Providing a detailed informative context ensures that the frame 
of reference for the ensuing questions is standardised for all respondents 
and thus provides a second example of the benefits that might be derived 
from using context effects in a positive way.
This notion that context effects can be used to provide useful information 
is also addressed by Wanke (1997). She suggests that questionnaires 
should be designed to introduce context effects in situations where this will
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lead to a greater approximation to the real life situation where decisions 
will be made on the basis of that attitude. For example,
“If the public debate is whether to forbid X, the survey should not 
ask opinions about allowing X, because this is not the issue.” 
(p.270).
If information about impulse buying is required, the survey should be 
designed to reflect this and thus not encourage elaborate thought.
This literature would seem to give considerable encouragement to 
researchers designing studies that will allow question sensitivity to be 
taken into account. It would seem quite feasible that an understanding of 
these processes will lead to this information being used over and above 
any notion of merely ‘controlling’ for sensitivity. For example, in relation to 
the present series of studies it was clear that the constraints imposed by 
the independent and interdependent response formats led to different 
strategies being used in relation to high sensitive items (see Chapter 7).
On the one hand it is incumbent on researchers using this paradigm to 
check the extent to which their results are explicable in terms of item 
sensitivity. More than this though, it would seem that in situations where 
they want to maximise the possibility of these strategies being adopted, 
high sensitive items should be used as the dependent variables.
There is a noteworthy link to ‘sensitivity issues’ in the following example of 
how context effects might be used to provide information. In the study 
referred to earlier (3.4) by Rudman and Gonzales et al (1995), whether or 
not a person was complying with a post transplant regimen affected how 
susceptible they were to a particular question order effect. The results 
suggested that non-compliant respondents had disengaged from their 
transplants as being an important part of their lives in general. If this is the 
case, it was a context effect manipulation that led to this insight. As it 
might be thought unlikely that such people would admit in a self-report 
measure to not caring about their transplant the authors suggest that such
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a manipulation of context may be able to be used as a way of discovering 
sensitive information.
In summary, the main implication of this series of studies has been the 
importance of taking sensitivity into account. To do this it has been 
suggested that it is necessary to work with definitions of what is and what 
is not sensitive that are derived from the populations being studied. It has 
been argued that this will afford greater predictive power to explanations 
of cognitive and social psychological processes that are derived in relation 
to response patterns to attitude items. Increased understanding in this 
area may ultimately allow sensitive items to be used within (quasi-) 
experimental designs as a way of exploring the processes themselves.
In the remainder of the discussion several other less direct implications of 
this research will be highlighted.
9.3.2 What are sensitive questions?
In the present research it was argued on the basis of the literature that the 
central component of sensitivity is threat. This was operationalised in 
terms of unease. In the light of the importance of taking item sensitivity 
into account, attention should be given to developing a greater 
understanding of the relationship between sensitivity and threat. To this 
end there are two particular areas that would seem a priority for further 
investigation. Firstly, what is the relationship between social desirability 
and sensitivity? As noted in the review of the literature in Chapter 2 there 
appears to be a substantial overlap in the way in which the two concepts 
are used, indeed what is sensitive has sometimes been defined in terms 
of social desirability. However it is clear that the notion of social 
desirability carries with it the idea that sensitive items are being responded 
to ‘untruthfully’ (DeMaio, 1984). The present research might suggest that 
it would be both possible and useful to move away from the assumption 
that in answering sensitive questions people are distorting their ‘real’ 
opinion or behaviour. Rather the emphasis was on responses to sensitive
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questions being used to cope with threat. Such maintenance of identity 
principles need not involve any notion of the reported attitude deviating 
from a ‘real’ attitude. Thus responses to sensitive questions need not stem 
from social desirability concerns.
As well as clarifying the relationship between sensitivity and social 
desirability it would also seem useful in further research to explore the 
notion that there are different dimensions of sensitivity. To some extent 
these two notions may overlap in that there may be a dimension of 
sensitivity that is strongly linked with social desirability and other 
dimensions that are not. This is consistent with Sudman and Brad burn's 
(1974) suggestion that sensitive items that are linked with social 
desirability are likely to be personal items.
Motivations of self-presentation may be less important for less personal 
dimensions of sensitivity. To the extent that there are different dimensions 
of sensitivity it maybe that these are differentially affected by context in a 
similar way as high and low sensitive items are.
9.3.3 Direct and indirect cooing
The empirical work reported in this thesis also has implications for 
substantive issues that are unrelated to question sensitivity. One 
important theme in this respect concerns the measurement of threat to 
identity.
The issue of direct versus indirect coping strategies in relation to threat is 
brought into focus by the results of the last two studies. In the fourth study 
(Chapter 7) agreement patterns with high sensitive items were associated 
with two strategies that were consistent with participants seeking 
distinctiveness in the face of the threats posed by the manipulations. This 
was characterised as an indirect way of coping with threat. It is indirect in 
terms of the conceptual ‘distance’ between the threat and the way that It 
is addressed. To put this another way, it concerns the ‘visibility’ of the link 
between the IV and the DV. At one level this refers to the perceptions of
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the link of the part of the participants in the study. It would seem unlikely 
that in either studies four or five that there would be any demand 
characteristics suggesting that particular (i.e. high sensitive) item should 
be used to create self/other differences. However this notion of indirect 
coping also refers to the visibility of the link from the researcher’s point of 
view. There is no obvious (visible) explanation as to why discrepancies in 
the agreement attributed to ‘self and ‘other’ should only occur in relation 
to high sensitive items.
An example of direct and indirect opportunities to discount threat can be 
seen in a study by Branscombe and Wann (1994). In the wake of a threat, 
taking the opportunity to derogate a relevant out group led to a 
subsequent increase in self-esteem. This might be considered as a direct 
opportunity to address the threat. Opportunities to derogate an out-group 
that was irrelevant in relation to the source of the threat, thus constituting 
an indirect route to maintaining an identity principle, did not lead to an 
increase in self-esteem. It is interesting to speculate whether these 
results would have been any different had oniyXhe indirect opportunities 
been provided.
Future studies in this area should be carefully designed to allow an 
exploration of the way in which coping strategies in relation to direct and 
indirect means are aligned. This is crucial in order to make some progress 
in assessing what it means when a person apparently perceives little 
threat. Is this indicative of a perception that there has indeed been little 
threat, or alternatively that there has been a threat but that this has 
dissipated through use of coping strategies?
The present research also raises the issue of the role that manipulation 
checks play in experimental research designs in general, as well as 
specifically in relation to assessing threat. This is discussed fully in 
Appendix 6.
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9.3.4 Context effects
Although conventionally context effects are considered In relation to the 
context provided by the data collection process itself, the case for 
considering broader aspects of context was considered In Chapter 3. 
Indeed Brad burn (1992) notes the importance of considering the ‘social 
context’ within which data is collected and the way in which this might 
interact with order effects in the questionnaire.
In further exploration of how items varying in their sensitivity might be 
differentially susceptible to being affected by context, clearly the range of 
concepts that might be operationalised and manipulated is considerably 
wider than that used in the present study. There would appear to be 
considerable scope for further investigation in this area. In addition to this 
it may be that the nature of context effects in the strict sense, that is in 
relation to question order, will vary in relation to the sensitivity of the items 
used to demonstrate them.
It would also seem important to extend the ways in which the effects of 
context are assessed. The approach taken in this study and in the vast 
majority of studies looking at context effects, is to look at differences 
between conditions in terms of differences between means. It Is possible 
that patterns of correlations and the underlying structure of responses to 
the items are also affected (Hagner, Randall, & Geoghegan, 1996). Such 
effects may be independent of mean differences.
9.3.5 Manipulating sensitivitv
Having noted some of the implications of taking into account item 
sensitivity, the potential benefits of being able to explore these in relation 
to manipulations of sensitivity are clear. However the difficulties of 
effecting such a manipulation were evident in the third study (see Chapter 
6). One possible reason for the failure of the attempted manipulation 
might be suggested in the light of some of the results of the subsequent 
studies. It will be recalled that in the final study, the manipulation check
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contained two items that asked how sensitive the preceding attitude items 
were perceived as being. This was a global evaluation asking about the 
items as a group and revealed very little difference between the unease 
associated with high and low sensitive items. When the designations of 
item sensitivity had been checked in the earlier studies, this had asked 
about the unease associated with each individual item and here the 
ordering of high and low sensitive items was clearly maintained. It might 
be suggested then that any attempted manipulation of sensitivity may 
prove more successful if targeted at particular items rather than attempting 
a global manipulation as was the case in the unsuccessful manipulation 
documented in Chapter 6.
9.4 Conclusion
In conclusion then, this chapter has highlighted some of the main 
implications of this programme of research. Considerable attention has 
been paid to the importance of taking the sensitivity of attitude items into 
account and of the potential benefits of doing so. It has been argued that 
these benefits may extend to the possibility of working with and not 
against the sensitivity of attitude items.
Although there has not been a coherent programme of research into the 
effects of asking sensitive questions for many years, the results of the 
studies reported in this thesis would suggest that there are considerable 
benefits, both theoretically and methodologically, to be gained from such a 
development.
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Appendix 1 : Questionnaire for Study One
194
UNIVERS ITY OF SURREY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
INTRODUCTION
In society today people are often anxious about hazards that they consider may 
affect their quality of life. It is important therefore that we understand people's 
concerns and how they think about these things. One difficulty in doing this is that 
many of these areas are sensitive, and that for many reasons people are unable to 
be honest about what they really think. The aim of this questionnaire is start to 
explore exactly what areas it is that people feel unable to answer questions about.
Thank you for agreeing to help by filling in this questionnaire. Some personal 
information is asked for in order to see whether different groups of people hold 
different views. However all the responses that you make will be treated in 
complete confidence; there is no need even to give your name.
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Personal details
Are you male or female? (please tick one box) Male D Female D 
What is your age? *   years
What is your marital status? (please tick as many as are right for you) 
Single D Married D Divorced D
Widowed 0 Separated D
Are you British? (please tick one box) Yes 0  No 0
Are you a vegetarian? (please tick one box) Yes D No D
Have you ever been a member of an environmental pressure group?
(please tick one box) Yes D No D
Do you consider yourself to be heterosexual?
(please tick one box) Yes D No 0
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un the toi lowing pages you win rina a numoer or statements about tour areas mat are otten 
considered to pose risks to us. These areas are BSE (‘mad cow disease'), AIDS, nuclear power 
and immigration.
Generally in attitude questionnaires you are asked to indicate the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with each item. This is not what is required here.
Firstly, we are interested in how clear and unambiguous the meaning of each statement is. Under 
each statement you will see a box like the one below. Please tick the appropriate box to indicate 
whether you think the fneaning of each statement is absolutely clear, reasonably clear, slightly 
unclear, somewhat unclear or totally unclear.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Secondly, we are interested in how sensitive you personally think that each statement is. In other 
words we would like you to indicate the extent to which responding to it would make you feel 
uneasy. For example, you might feel unease because you felt that the statement was intrusive or 
because it caused you concern or gave offence. Again under each statement you will see a box 
like the one below. Please tick the appropriate box to indicate whether you think the statement 
makes you feel not at all uneasy, slightly uneasy, fairly uneasy, very uneasy or extremely uneasy.
Not at Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
all uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
uneasy□ □ □ □ □
Please try to respond to all of the statements. Don't think about them too much! Rather tick the 
boxes in line with your Initial reactions.
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO HELP WITH THIS
RESEARCH.
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1. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
2. The system of immigration in this country is often abused.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
3. BSE in animals could cause me to be infected with Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease. .
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
1I
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 1
4. If 1 have children, they will grow up in a safer woric than 1 did.
Absolutely 
. clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
5. You are more likely to become infected with AIDS when having an injection abroad than in this 
country.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
6. People have exaggerated the dangers of having unprotected sex.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
7. More resources should be made available to deport illegal immigrants.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
8. It is understandable that people in third world countries have many people infected with AIDS.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
9. Society has a responsibility to secure the fundamental human rights of people with AIDS.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
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10. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
11. If you are homosexual, the chances are that you are HIV positive.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
12. I would rather give money to help those suffering fom cancer than those suffering from AIDS
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
13. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
15. Gays should take particular care about having sa 'e sex.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
16. If a member of my family developed leukaemia, this could be linked with radiation.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
17. Britain should have tighter immigration controls
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
18. The beef that is being sold in supermarkets could be contaminated with BSE.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
199
19. Sometimes I have not used a condom because of the heat of the moment.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
20. Contaminated meat will become more widespreac
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
in future generations.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
21. Society does not allocate appropriate resources to deal with the threat of AIDS.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
22. People who work in abattoirs are more susceptible to being contaminated with BSE
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
23. I wouldn’t want my children playing with children
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
hat are HIV positive.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
24. On the whole people take seriously the importance of having safe sex.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
25. In twenty years time there will be many more cases of Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
26. If 1 have children, they will be much more likely to develop Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease than 1 
am.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
27. It is possible that the AIDS virus is transmitted in ways that people don’t recognise.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □
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28.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
e communities.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremelyuneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
29. People who put their heads in the sand about the dangers of nuclear power are putting the 
lives of future generations at risk.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear *  unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
30. Members of environmental groups who protest about the dangers of nuclear power are
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremelyuneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
31. Organic meat is less likely to be affected by BSE than mass produced beef
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
32. Being against immigration is a valid expression of patriotism.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
33. AIDS tests should be compulsory for everybody
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
34. There is likely to be more evidence for BSE being passed to humans in the future
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
36. It is likely that my health will be affected by eating meat contaminated bv BSE.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
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37. Nuclear power is no more dangerous than other energy sources.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
38. If I have children, they will be much more vulnerable to ‘mad cow disease' than I am.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
39. People are wrong to link AIDS with homosexuality.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
40. People who are against immigration are too short-sighted to see the ways in which it enriches 
British culture.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
41. People who stress the potential dangers of nuclear power have been taken in by the way in 
which the media sensationalise the issue.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
42. The way in which my family might be adversely affected by radiation is completely out of my 
control.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all Slightly 
uneasy uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □  □ □ □ □
43. Tightening immigration laws is a threat to black British people.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at ail Slightly 
uneasy uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □  □ □ □ □
44. If any of my children were born with deformities radiation could be responsible.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all Slightly 
uneasy uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □  □ □ □ □
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45. It wouldn’t bother me to give mouth to mouth resuscitation to someone I knew was HIV 
positive.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
46. BSE in animals could cause my family and friends to be infected with Creutzfeidt-Jakob 
Disease.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
0 0 0 0 0
47. Asylum seekers should be placed in detention centres while their cases are considered.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
48. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are culturally 
similar.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
49. I owe it to my children to protest about the dangers of nuclear power.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
50. People who work in nuclear power stations should not be allowed to have children.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
51. There is no excuse these days for people in Britain to get AIDS.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
52. AIDS is unlikely ever to be a problem for me.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
53. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be able to be self sufficient.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
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54. After the nuclear power disaster at Chernobyl the area should have been cleared of all 
human life.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremelyuneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
55. It is likely that the health of my family and friends will be affected by eating meat 
contaminated by BSE.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
56. Our society has only seen the tip of the iceberg with regard to the risks associated with the 
use of nuclear power.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremelyuneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
57. I have got a responsibility not to serve beef to my family and friends.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
58. The government should give more attention to closing loop holes in immigration laws.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
59. People who have stopped eating beef because of the recent stories about the risk of it being
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
60. People who support tightening of the immigration laws are generally racist.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
61. The results of positive AIDS tests should be made public.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
clear clear unclear unclear unclear uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
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b2. I ne suggestion tnat radiation leaKs are iinKea witn leukaemia is without roundatlon.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
63. The world will probably end because of a nuclear catastrophe.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ ’ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
64. In the light of recent publicity about BSE people who continue to give their families beef are 
acting irresponsibly.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
65. If a member of my family developed Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease I would feel responsible.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
66. I would be happy to drink spring water from near Sellafield.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
67. I would donate blood in order to get an AIDS test.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
68. The media have vastly exaggerated recent reports of the dangers of infected beef.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
69. It is understandable that some people resent the taxes they pay subsidising the education of 
immigrants.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
70. Media treatment of nuclear issues often plays on
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
public ignorance and fear.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
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71. It is my responsibility to protect my family from the possibility of contaminated meat affecting 
their health.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
72. AIDS in this country is due to gay men having unprotected sex.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear *  unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
73. I am not aware of the extent to which my body
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
las been adversely affected by radiation.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
74. Individuals have got a responsibility to society
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
o use condoms.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
75. I am happy to serve beef to my family and friends.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
76.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Dioid press is often offensive.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
77. Britain should be a place that welcomes residents of all nationalities.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
78. I trust independent scientific evidence about BSE.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
79. I would never live near a nuclear power station.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
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ou. ivien wno nave sex witnout using a conaom are acting irresponsibly.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
81. BSE could be transferred from cows to humans.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ ■ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
82. It is irresponsible for people to move near to nuclear power stations.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at ail Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
83. On the whole scientists can be trusted to inform people about the possible dangers of 
radioactive waste.
Absolutely 
' clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
84. The way in which Britain deports illegal immigrants is in danger of breaching international
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
85. People worry unnecessarily about contracting Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease from eating beef.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
86. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
87. Often people that try and blame children’s illnesses on high levels of radioactivity are just 
doing it to try and get money out of the government.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
88. People who are refused entry to Britain should always have the right of appeal.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
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89. People worry unnecessarily about their families contracting Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease from 
eating beef.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
y got themselves to blame.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
91. Any open policy on immigration represents a threat to cultural values.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
92. Safety issues in nuclear power generally take second place to making financial profits.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
93. The spread of AIDS can be seen as divine judgement on the morals of society 
today.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
94. There is more danger of cheap meat being contaminated with BSE.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
95. The dangers of contamination from radiation leaks are such that it is irresponsible to have 
children.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
96. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who haven’t got 
jobs.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
208
97. My parents would be quite happy to live in an area where immigrants were placed.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
□ □ □ □ □
98. 1 am sure that 1have not been adversely affecte
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
py radiation.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
99. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
100. Anal sex is perverted.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
101. It is quite likely that the Chernobyl disaster has more effect on the health of people in Britain 
than we are aware of at the present time.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
102. People often think that getting AIDS won’t happen to them.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
103. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
104. 1 am happy for members of my family to eat beef.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
105. The way in which my health might be adversely affected by radiation is completely out of my 
control.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
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106. Local authority housing should be available to those on temporary admission to this country
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
107. If I have children their health is likely to be endangered by radiation leaks at some stage.
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
108. 1 think that my family could be adversely affected by radiation in my lifetime.
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
109. Many of the people who seek asylum in Britain are fraudulent.
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
110. 1 find anal sex is pleasurable.
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
111. 1 have got a responsibility to my children to have safe sex now.
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
112. There should be strict criteria as to who is allowed to come and live in Britain
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
113.1 trust the government when they say that there is no risk of BSE passing to humans.
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
114. 1 would rather give money to research into cancer than research into AIDS.
Absolutely Reasonably 
clear clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
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Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
heritage and traditions will be eroded.
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
116. Public officers should be trained to identify and report those suspected of being illegal 
immigrants.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear » unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
117. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be willing to adapt to the British way of 
life.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
1.18. I am worried about the potential risks of eating beef.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
119. On the whole in a steady relationship is not necessary for a man to use a condom.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
120. Too much fuss is made about AIDS - you have got to die of something.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
121. People who want to limit immigration are Fascists.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
122. Advertising about drug addicts not sharing need es has generally been effective.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
123. 1 find sex is much more enjoyable without using a condom.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
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124. I would nesitaie lo give assistance at tne scene or an accident it tnere was a danger ot 
coming into contact with blood.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
125. Britain should always be open to asylum seekers from countries with repressive regimes
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear • unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
126. People who live near and work in nuclear power stations are eventually likely to become 
contaminated.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
127. Many of the problems in inner cities today result from previous unsatisfactory immigration 
policies.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
128. BSE could be transferred from beef to milk, cheese and other dairy products.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
129. People worry unnecessarily about the dangers of their family being contaminated by 
infected meat.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
130. Many of the economic problems that Britain has today result from too many immigrants 
being allowed into the country.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
131. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy
□ □ □ □ □
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132. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear
□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
133. Expensive cuts of meat are less likely to be contaminated with BSE.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ ■ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
134. People worry unnecessarily about the dangers of being contaminated by infected meat.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
135. I would be quite happy to live in an area where immigrants were placed.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
136. AIDS has reached epidemic proportions in our society.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
137. On the whole the government can be trusted to inform people about the possible dangers of 
radio active waste.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
138. In our society, people are generally informed when there have been radiation leaks.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
139. I find it hard to admit my concerns about the risks of eating beef.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
140. It is quite likely that the Chernobyl disaster has more effect on my health than I am aware of
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
clear clear unclear unclear unclear uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
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141. Those who say that the government are covering up the facts about the dangers of BSE are 
being neurotic.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
142. Having strict limits on immigration is perfectly reasonable.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear ' unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
143 It is likely that at least one member of my fami
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
y will die from AIDS during my lifetime
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very E)dremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
144. It is quite likely that the Chernobyl disaster has more effect on the health of my friends and 
family than I am aware of at the present time.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
145. There is no fault attached to becoming HIV positive.
Absolutely Reasonably Slightly Somewhat Totally
clear clear unclear unclear unclear□ □ □ □ □
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
146. In the light of recent publicity about BSE people who continue to eat beef are taking 
unnecessary risks.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
147. Relaxing immigration laws is likely to have an adverse effect on the quality of education 
available to my children.
Absolutely
clear
Reasonably
clear
Slightly
unclear
Somewhat
unclear
Totally
unclear
Not at all 
uneasy
Slightly
uneasy
Fairly
uneasy
Very
uneasy
Extremely
uneasy
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Once again thank you for taking the time to help with this research.
If you have any comments about this questionnaire, please use the page below.
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire for Study 2
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UNIVERSITY OF SURREY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
INTRODUCTION
In society today people are often anxious about hazards that they consider may affect 
their lives. It is important therefore that we understand people's concerns and how 
they think about these things. This questionnaire has therefore been designed to find 
out your views about several topics that are often considered to pose risks to our 
quality of life.
Thank you for agreeing to help by filling in this questionnaire. Some personal 
information is asked for in order to see whether different groups of people hold 
different views. However all the responses that you make will be treated in complete 
confidence; there is no need even to give your name.
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Personal details
Are you male or female? (please tick one box) Male D  Female D  
What is your age? ________  years
What is your marital status? (please tick as many as are right for you) 
Single 0  Married 0  Divorced 0
Widowed U  Separated D
We would now like you to answer four questions that are more personal, about yourself and the 
groups to which you belong. Some people prefer not to answer these sorts of questions because 
they feel such group memberships are very important parts of their lives and often lead to 
disagreements and conflicts. Even so, we hope you will answer these questions because these 
group memberships do have an effect on the way in which people think.
Are you British? (please tick one box) Yes 0  No 0
Are you a vegetarian? (please tick one box) Yes D  No D
Have you ever been a member of an environmental pressure group?
(please tick one box) Yes D  No D
Do you consider yourself to be heterosexual?
(please tick one box) Yes D  No D
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO HELP WITH THIS 
RESEARCH.
217
On the following pages you will find a number of statements about four areas that are 
often considered to pose risks to us. These areas are BSE (‘mad cow disease’), AIDS, 
nuclear power and immigration. We would like you to indicate the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with each statement. Next to each statement you will see a series of 
boxes. Please tick the appropriate box to indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly disagree with each statement.
strongly
agree
Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
agree nor 
disagree
disagree
1. Illegal immigration Is a huge problem in Britain today □ □ □ □ □
2. People have exaggerated the dangers of having 
unprotected sex. □ □ □ □ □
3. All immigrants to this country should have to learn 
English □ □ □ □ □
4. The government should discourage immigrants from 
outside Europe □ □ □ □ □
5. If you are gay these days you shouldn’t be surprised 
to be HIV positive □ □ □ □ □
6. Gays should take particular care about having safe 
sex □ □ □ □ □
7. Britain should have tighter immigration controls □ □ □ □ □
8. The beef that is being sold in supermarkets could be 
contaminated with BSE □ □ □ □ □
9. Society does not allocate appropriate resources to 
deal with the threat of AIDS □ □ □ □ □
10. On the whole people take seriously the importance 
of having safe sex □ □ □ □ □
11. Nuclear testing may damage the health of whole 
communities □ □ □ □ □
12. People who put their heads in the sand about the 
dangers of nuclear power are putting the lives of future 
generations at risk
□ □ □ □ □
13. Nuclear power is no more dangerous than other 
energy sources □ □ □ □ □
14. People are wrong to link AIDS with homosexuality □ □ □ □ □
15. People who are against immigration are too short­
sighted to see the ways in which it enriches British □ □ □ □ □
culture
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16. It wouldn’t bother me to give mouth to mouth 
resuscitation to someone 1 knew was HIV positive
strongly
agree
□
Agree
□
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree□
Disagree
□
Strongly
disagree
□
17. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should 
be from countries that are culturally similar □ □ □ □ □
18. 1 owe it to my children to protest about the dangers 
of nuclear power □ □ □ □ □
19. People who work in nuclear power stations should 
not be allowed to have children □ □ □ □ □
20. There is no excuse these days for people in Britain 
to get AIDS □ □ □ □ □
21. AIDS is unlikely ever to be a problem for me □ □ n □□ □□22. After the nuclear power disaster at Chernobyl the area should have been cleared of all human life □ □ □
23. People who support tightening of the immigration 
laws are generally racist □ □ □ □ □
24. The results of positive AIDS tests should be made 
public □ □ □ □ □
25. The suggestion that radiation leaks are linked with 
leukaemia is without foundation □ □ □ □ □
26. The world will probably end because of a nuclear 
catastrophe □ □ □ □ □
27. In the light of recent publicity about BSE people 
who continue to give their families beef are acting 
irresponsibly
□ □ □ □ □
28. 1 would be happy to drink spring water from near 
Sellafield □ □ □ □ □
29. The media have vastly exaggerated recent reports 
of the dangers of infected beef □ □ □ □ □
30. It is my responsibility to protect my family from the 
possibility of contaminated meat affecting their health □ □ □ □ □
31. AIDS in this country is due to gay men having 
unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □
32. 1 am not aware of the extent to which my body has 
been adversely affected by radiation □ □ □ □ □
33. Individuals have got a responsibility to society to 
use condoms □ □ □ □ □
34. 1 am happy to serve beef to my family and friends □ □ □ □ □
35. Britain should be a place that welcomes residents 
of all nationalities □ □ □ □ □
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36. I trust independent scientific evidence about BSE
37. I would never live near a nuclear power station
38. Men who have sex without using a condom are 
acting irresponsibly
39. BSE could be transferred from cows to humans
40. People worry unnecessarily about contracting 
Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease from eating beef
41. All British people should be in work before jobs are 
offered to immigrants
42. People who are refused entry to Britain should 
always have the right of appeal
43. In many cases people who have AIDS have only 
got themselves to blame
44. There is more danger of cheap meat being 
contaminated with BSE
45. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are 
thousands of British people who haven’t got jobs
46. My parents would be quite happy to live in an area 
where immigrants were placed
47. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents 
that immigrants can provide
48. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution 
to the British way of life
49. I am happy for members of my family to eat beef
50. The way in which my health might be adversely 
affected by radiation is completely out of my control
51. I find anal sex is pleasurable
52. I have got a responsibility to my children to have 
safe sex now
53. There should be strict criteria as to who is allowed to 
come and live in Britain.
54. I trust the government when they say that there is 
no risk of BSE passing to humans
55. Public officers should be trained to identify and 
report those suspected of being illegal immigrants
56. I am worried about the potential risks of eating beef
strongly
agree
□
Agree
□
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree□
Disagree
□
Strongly
disagree
□
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ - □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
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57. Too much fuss is made about AIDS - you have got 
to die of something
58. Advertising about drug addicts not sharing needles 
has generally been effective
59. I find sex is much more enjoyable without using a 
condom
60. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on 
the National Health Service
61. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have 
enriched its culture.
62. In our society, people are generally informed when 
there have been radiation leaks
63. I find it hard to admit my concerns about the risks of 
eating beef
64. It is quite likely that the Chernobyl disaster has 
mbre effect on my health than I am aware of at the 
present time
65. Having strict limits on immigration is perfectly 
reasonable
66. It is likely that at least one member of my family will 
die from AIDS during my lifetime
67. In the light of recent publicity about BSE people 
who continue to eat beef are taking unnecessary risks
68. Relaxing immigration laws is likely to have an 
adverse effect on the quality of education available to 
my children
strongly
agree
Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree
Disagree strongly
disagree
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
s e c t io n  of th is  Q u e s t io n n a ire .
The second section contains the same items as the first. This time though we would like 
your views about something completely different. We would now like you to indicate 
how sensitive you think that each statement is. In other words we would like you to 
indicate the extent to which it makes you feel uneasy. For example, you might feel 
unease because you feel the statement is intrusive or because it causes you concern or 
gives offence.
Again, alongside each statement there are a series of boxes. Please tick the 
appropriate one to indicate whether the statement makes you feel 'not at all uneasy’, 
'slightly uneasy’, 'fairly uneasy’, ‘very uneasy’ or ‘extremely uneasy’.
Please do this without referring back to the answers that vou gave in the first section. 
This is not a test - we are more interested in your natural reaction as to how uneasy 
these statements make you feel.
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1. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today
Not at all 
uneasy□
Slightly
uneasy□
Fairly
uneasy□
Very
uneasy□
□
Extremely
uneasy□
□2. People have exaggerated the dangers of having unprotected sex. □ □ □
3. All immigrants to this country should have to learn 
English □ □ □ □ □
4. The government should discourage immigrants from 
outside Europe □ □ □ □ □
5. If you are gay these days you shouldn’t be surprised 
to be HIV positive □ □ □ □ □
6. Gays should take particular care about having safe 
sex □ □ □ □ □
7. Britain should have tighter immigration controls □ □ □ □ □
8. The beef that is being sold in supermarkets could be 
contaminated with BSE □ □ □ □ □
9. Society does not allocate appropriate resources to 
deal with the threat of AIDS □ □ □ □ □
10. On the whole people take seriously the importance 
of having safe sex □ □ □ □ □
11. Nuclear testing may damage the health of whole 
communities □ □ □ □ □
12. People who put their heads in the sand about the 
dangers of nuclear power are putting the lives of future 
generations at risk
□ □ □ □ □
13. Nuclear power is no more dangerous than other 
energy sources □ □ □ □ □
14. People are wrong to link AIDS with homosexuality □ □ □ □ □
15. People who are against immigration are too short­
sighted to see the ways in which it enriches British 
culture
□ □ □ □ □
16. It wouldn’t bother me to give mouth to mouth 
resuscitation to someone 1 knew was HIV positive □ □ □ □ □
17. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should 
be from countries that are culturally similar □ □ □ □ □
18. 1 owe It to my children to protest about the dangers 
of nuclear power □ □ □ □ □
19. People who work in nuclear power stations should 
not be allowed to have children □ □ □ □ □
20. There is no excuse these days for people in Britain 
to get AIDS □ □ □ □ □
21. AIDS is unlikely ever to be a problem for me □ □ □ □ □
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22. After the nuclear power disaster at Chernobyl the 
area should have been cleared of all human life
23. People who support tightening of the immigration 
laws are generally racist
24. The results of positive AIDS tests should be made 
public
25. The suggestion that radiation leaks are linked with 
leukaemia is without foundation
26. The world will probably end because of a nuclear 
catastrophe
27. In the light of recent publicity about BSE people 
who continue to give their families beef are acting 
irresponsibly
28. I would be happy to drink spring water from near 
Sellafield
29. The media have vastly exaggerated recent reports 
of the dangers of infected beef
30. It is my responsibility to protect my family from the 
possibility of contaminated meat affecting their health
31. AIDS in this country is due to gay men having 
unprotected sex
32. I am not aware of the extent to which my body has 
been adversely affected by radiation
33. Individuals have got a responsibility to society to 
use condoms
34. I am happy to serve beef to my family and friends
35. Britain should be a place that welcomes residents 
of all nationalities
36. I trust independent scientific evidence about BSE
37. I would never live near a nuclear power station
38. Men who have sex without using a condom are 
acting irresponsibly
39. BSE could be transferred from cows to humans
40. People worry unnecessarily about contracting 
Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease from eating beef
41. All British people should be in work before jobs are 
offered to immigrants
42. People who are refused entry to Britain should 
always have the right of appeal
Not at all Slightly Fairly Very Extremely
uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy uneasy□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
223
43. In many cases people who have AIDS have only 
got themselves to blame
Not at all 
uneasy□
Slightly
uneasy□
Fairly
uneasy□
Very
uneasy□
Extremely
uneasy□
44. There is more danger of cheap meat being 
contaminated with BSE □ □ □ □ □
45. It is difficult to Justify immigration when there are 
thousands of British people who haven’t got jobs □ □ □ □ □
46. My parents would be quite happy to live in an area 
where immigrants were placed □ □ □ □ □
47. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents 
that immigrants can provide □ □ □ □ □
48. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution 
to the British way of life □ □ □ □ □
49. 1 am happy for members of my family to eat beef □ □ □
□
□
□
□
□50. The way in which my health might be adversely affected by radiation is completely out of my control □ □
51. 1 find anal sex is pleasurable □ □ □ □ □
52. 1 have got a responsibility to my children to have 
safe sex now □ □ □ □ □
53. There should be strict criteria as to who is allowed 
to come and live in Britain □ □ □ □ □
54. 1 trust the government when they say that there is 
no risk of BSE passing to humans □ □ □ □ □
55. Public officers should be trained to identify and 
report those suspected of being illegal Immigrants □ □ □ □ □
56. 1 am worried about the potential risks of eating beef □ □ □ □ □
57. Too much fuss is made about AIDS - you have got 
to die of something □ □ □ □ □
58. Advertising about drug addicts not sharing needles 
has generally been effective □ □ □ □ □
59. 1 find sex is much more enjoyable without using a 
condom □ □ □ □ □
60. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on 
the National Health Service □ □ □ □ □
61. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have 
enriched its culture. □ □ □ □ □
62. In our society, people are generally informed when 
there have been radiation leaks □ □ □ □ □
63. 1 find it hard to admit my concerns about the risks of 
eating beef □ □ □ □ □
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64. It is quite likely that the Chernobyl disaster has 
more effect on my health than 1 am aware of at the 
present time
Not at all 
uneasy□
Slightly
uneasy□
Fairly
uneasy□
Very
uneasy□
Extremely ; 
uneasy 1
□
!
65. Having strict limits on immigration is perfectly 
reasonable □ □ □ □ □
66. It is likely that at least one member of my family will 
die from AIDS during my lifetime □ □ □ □ □
67. In the light of recent publicity about BSE people 
who continue to eat beef are taking unnecessary risks □ □ □ □ □
68. Relaxing immigration laws is likely to have an 
adverse effect on the quality of education available to □ □ □ □ □my children
Finally, we would like to know how important to you each of the following aspects of 
yourself are. 
Again please tick the appropriate box to indicate whether each aspect is extremely 
important to you, generally important to you, neither important nor unimportant to you, 
generally unimportant to you, or totally unimportant.
Extremely
important
Important Neither 
important nor 
unimportant
Unimportant Totally
unimports
My political awareness □ □ □ n □
My sexual orientation □ □ □ □ □
My eating habits □ □ □ □ □
My ethnicity □ □ □ □ □
My fitness □ □ □ □ □
My environmental awareness □ □ □ □ □
My nationality □ □ □ □ □
My gender □ □ □ □ □
THANK YOU VER Y MUCH FOR YOUR HELP
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire for Study 3
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Your views about risks and risk takina.
We are interested in finding out what your views are about the risks 
associated with a number of activities or situations
At the beginning of this questionnaire there are some questions about you 
as a person. This information is asked for in order to see whether different 
groups of people hold different views.
Following that there are 12 questions about different activities and situations 
that might be considered as risky. For each question the list of 
activities/situations Is the same.
There are no right or wrong answers to any of these questions - we are 
interested in your opinions.
Please be assured that all the responses that you make will be treated in 
complete confidence; there is no need even to give your name.
Personal details
Are you male or female? (please tick one box) Male D Female 0
What is your age? _______  years
What is your marital status? (please tick as many as are right for you)
Single 0 Married D Divorced D Widowed D Separated D
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A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are given below. 
Read each statement then tick the appropriate box to the right of the statement to indicate how 
you generally feel. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any 
one statement but give the answer which seems to describe how you generally feel.
1 feel pleasant.
Almost
never□
Sometimes
□
Often
□
Almost
always□
1 feel nervous and restless □ □ □ □
1 feel satisfied with myself □ □ □ □
1 wish 1 could be as happy as others seem to be. □ □ □ □
1 feel like a failure □ □ □ □
I feel rested □ □ □ □
1 am ‘cool, calm and collected’ □ □ □ □
1 feel that difficulties are piling up so that 1 cannot 
overcome them. □ □ □ □
1 worry too much over something that doesn’t really 
matter. □ □ □ □
1 am happy □ □ □ □
1 have disturbing thoughts □ □ □ □
1 lack self-confidence □ □ □ □
1 feel secure □ □ □ □
1 make decisions easily □ □ □ □
1 feel inadequate □ □ □ □
1 am content □ □ □ □
Some unimportant thought runs through my mind and 
bothers me. □ □ □ □
1 take disappointments so keenly that ! can’t put them 
out of my mind □ □ □ □
1 am a steady person □ □ □ □
1 get in a state of tension or turmoil as 1 think over my 
recent concerns and interests. □ □ □ □
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Q1. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations. How much in the past would 
you say that you have experienced each activity/situation
Please tick the box closest to your opinion.
No experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ ,□ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Very great 
experience
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Q2. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
For each activity that you have experienced in the past please indicate 
whether you consider the outcome to have generally been positive or 
negative.
Please tick the box closest to your opinion.
Very negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Very positive
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Q3. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
For each activity that you have experienced in the past please indicate how 
great the impact of that experience is on your life.
Please tick the box closest to your opinion.
Tiny impact 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Huge impact
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04. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
Please indicate how likely it is that you will experience each activity/situation 
in the future.
Please tick the box closest to your opinion.
Highly unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □  . □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Highly likely
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05 . Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
Please indicate the extent to which you will take action to avoid experiencing 
each activity/situation in the future.
Please tick the box closest to your opinion.
No action 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Very great 
action
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IMPORTANT: PLEASE READ THIS BEFORE PROCEEDING TO THE FINAL
SECTIONS
It has become increasingly Important In recent years to understand how 
people think about the risks which people can be faced with in their 
everyday lives. One important way in which this is done is to use 
questionnaires such as this. The final set of questions are concerned 
with some of the dimensions of risk that have been shown to be 
important in previous research.
Unfortunately, research has also found that people often find these 
Issues to be very sensitive. That is to say, they often find them 
threatening and responding to them to be a source of concern. 
Answering questions about how vulnerable we are to so many hazards 
makes people feel uneasy and, understandably, they would often rather 
not think about the risks of illness, injury and even death that are 
attached to many aspects of everyday life.
We do acknowledge the sensitivity of the remaining sections. However, 
we would be very grateful if you would complete them as thoroughly as 
possible.
IMPORTANT: PLEASE READ THIS BEFORE PROCEEDING TO THE FINAL
SECTIONS
It has become Increasingly Important in recent years to understand how 
people think about the risks which people can be faced with in their 
everyday iives. One important way in which this Is done is to use 
questionnaires such as this to ask people what they think. The final set 
of questions are concerned with some of the dimensions of risk that 
have been shown to be important.
Although responding to questionnaires can often sometimes make 
people feel uneasy, it Is clear from previous research that people are 
generally used to dealing with various types of risk In their lives and thus 
are happy to give f/?e/r views about the ways in which they think about 
risk. In the light of this we would be very grateful If you would complete 
the remaining sections as thoroughly as possible.
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06. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
To what extent are the risks known precisely by the persons who are exposed 
to those risks.
Tick the box closest to your opinion.
Risk levei known preciseiy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Risk level not 
known
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07. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
If you are exposed to the risk, to what extent can you, by personal skill or 
diligence avoid negative consequences?
Tick the box closest to your opinion.
Personal risk can’t be controlled 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Personal risk can ' 
be controlled
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Q8. Below Is a list of 16 activities/situations.
Is this a risk that has negative consequences for one person at a time, or for 
large numbers of people at once?
Tick the box closest to your opinion.
One at a time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Large numbers 
at once
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Q9. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
Is this a risk that people have learned to live with and can think about 
reasonably calmly, or is it one that people have great dread for - on the level 
of a gut reaction?
Tick the box diosest to your opinion.
Learn to live vwth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Have great 
dread for
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010. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
When the risk from the activity is realised in the form of a mishap or illness, 
how likely is it that the consequences will be fatal?
Tick the box closest to your opinion.
Certain not to be fatal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing 0 □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eatrng beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Certain to be 
fatal
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011. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
Please indicate the extent to which you think that people face these risks 
voluntarily
Please tick the box closest to your opinion.
Risk assumed voluntarily 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Risk assumed 
involuntarily
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012. Below is a list of 16 activities/situations.
Please indicate how far you are concerned with the risks associated with each 
of the activities/situations listed below.
Tick the box closest to your opinion.
Not at all concerned 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skiing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food containing food 
colouring □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Smoking cigarettes □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eatjng beef □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living near a nuclear power 
station □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Driving a car □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Eating food that has been 
genetically engineered □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Sun bathing □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having major surgery □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being in a hurricane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Having unprotected sex □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being mugged □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Living in a heavily polluted 
area □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Being involved in a motor 
way pile up □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Travelling by plane □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Drinking alcoholic drinks □ □ □ □ □ □ □
Extremely
concerned
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Finally, we would be grateful if you could indicate how uneasy responding 
to the final sets of questions made you feel.
Tick the box closest to your opinion.
Not at all uneasy x 2 3 4* 5 Ô 7 Extremely
□ □ □ □ □ □ □
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire for Study 4
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UNIVERSITY OF SURREY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
INTRODUCTION
In society today, ‘nationality’ and what it means to identify with your country, is a 
topic that attracts a great deal of attention. In any group of people there are often a 
wide variety of opinions about both the positive and negative things that national 
identity involves. This research is aimed at trying to improve our understanding of 
how people think about these things.
This questionnaire has therefore been designed to find out your views about 
several aspects of national identity. It is part of a series of studies that are being 
done and many groups of participants similar to yourselves are taking part. The 
aims of this particular study will be explained to you in greater detail shortly.
Thank you for agreeing to help by filling in this questionnaire. We do ask you to 
identify yourself by giving your initials. This is because this study is in two parts 
and it is important that we can link the first part up with the second. Please be 
assured that all the responses that you make will be treated in complete confidence.
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Personal details
What are your initials? D D D
Are you male or female? (please tick one box) 
What is your age? ________  years
Are you British? Yes D No D
Male □ Female □
The aim of the next section is to see how much your country means to you
Next to each statement you will see a series of boxes. Please tick the appropriate 
box to indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, 
disagree or strongly disagree with each statement.
It is generally important for me to have contact 
with people from other countries
I tend to mix more with people of my own 
nationality
It is important for each nationality to maintain their 
traditions and customs wherever they are living.
My nationality is a very important part of who I am.
I often feel that I have more in common with 
people from my own country than I do with those 
from other countries.
Support from people of my own nationality is 
especially vital when I am feeling down
strongly
agree
Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree
Disagree Strong!
disagre
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
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What are your initials? I I O  [H
On the following page you will find a number of statements about immigration. We would 
like you to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement.
To do this, we would like you to express the degree of your agreement by assigning each 
item a score between 0 and 100 where 100 would Indicate absolute agreement with it and 0 would indicate complete disagreement.
1. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
2. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
3. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
4. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
5. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
6. It is difficult to Justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got jobs.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
7. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
8. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
9. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
lO.Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
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The second section of this questionnaire contains the same items as the first. This time 
though we wouid like your views about something completely different.
We would now like you to Indicate how sensitive you think that each statement is. in other 
words we would like you to indicate the extent to which It makes you fee! uneasv. For 
example, you might feel unease because you feel the statement is intrusive or because it 
causes you concern or gives offense.
Again, we would like you to do this by assigning each item a score between 0 and 100. A 
score of 100 would indicate that you considered the item to be incredibly sensitive and that 
it made you feel the highest possible unease. A score of 0 would indicate that the 
statement didn’t make you feel uneasy at all and that it wasn’t judged to be sensitive in any 
way.
Please do this without referring back to the answers that vou gave in the first section. This 
is not a test - we are more interested in your natural reaction as to how uneasy these 
statements make you feel.
1. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)_________
2. Ail immigrants to this country should have to learn English.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)______
3. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)__________
4. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)__________
5. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)_________
6. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got jobs.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)
7. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)__________
8. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)_______
9. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)__________
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lO.Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
My assessment of this items sensitivity (out of 100)__________
On the following pages you will find a number of statements about immigration.
We would like you to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement.
However, we would also like you to make judgments about what you think would be the 
opinions of the group that assessed your earlier arguments about national identity. To what 
extent do you think that thev would agree with each item?
To do this we would like you to express the degree of your agreement by assigning each 
item a score between 0 and 100 where 100 would indicate absolute agreement with it and 0 would indicate complete disagreement.
We would then like you to give the item the agreement score that you think the group that 
assessed your earlier arguments would give. Again please give a mark between 0 and 100, where a high mark indicates agreement and a low mark disagreement.
So, for each item, how much do you agree with it and how much do you think the other 
group would agree with it?
1. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today.
Mv agreement (out of 100)_________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
2. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English.
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
3. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
4. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
My agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)
5. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
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6. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got jobs,
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)
7. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
8. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life.
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
9. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
10. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
Mv agreement (out of 100)__________
The other group’s agreement (out of 100)________
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The second section contains the same items as the first. This time though we would like 
your views about something completely different.
W e would now like you to Indicate how sensitive you think that each statement is. In other 
words we would like you to indicate the extent to which it makes you feel uneasv. For 
example, you might feel unease because you feel the statement is intrusive or because it 
causes you concern or gives offense.
Like last time, we would also like you to make a judgment about the group that assessed 
your earlier arguments - how sensitive you think that thev would consider each statement 
to be.
Again, we would like you to do this for both yourself and the other group by assigning each 
item a score between 0 and 100. A score of 100 would indicate that you considered the 
item to be incredibly sensitive and that it made you feel the highest possible unease. A 
score of 0 would indicate that the statement caused no unease and that it wasn’t Judged to 
be sensitive in any way.
Please do this without referring back to the answers that vou gave in the first section. This 
is not a test - we are more interested in your natural reactions.
1. Illegal immigration Is a huge problem in Britain today.
Mv sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_____
2. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English.
Mv sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_______
3. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
Mv sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_______
4. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
Mv sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)
5. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
My sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_______
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6. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got jobs.
My sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)
7. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
My sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_______
8. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life.
My sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_______
9. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
My sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_______
10. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
My sensitivity rating (out of 100)__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating (out of 100)_______
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On the following pages you will find a number of statements about immigration.
W e would like you to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement.
However, we would also like you to make judgments about what you think would be the 
opinions of the group that assessed your earlier arguments about national identity. To 
what extent do you think that thev would agree with each item?
Agreement is expressed by assigning a score between 0 and 100. A high number 
indicates high agreement and a low number indicates low agreement
For each item, out of exactly 100 points, how many would you allocate to indicate YOUR 
agreement with each item, and how many would you allocate to indicate the agreement of 
the other group?
You can see from this that you must use the 100 points to reflect both the strength of your 
agreement and the judgment you have made about the other groups agreement.
1. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today.
Mv agreement__________
The other group’s agreement_________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
2. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English.
Mv agreement__________
The other group’s agreement________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
3. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
Mv agreement__________
The other group’s agreement________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
4. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
Mv agreement__________
The other group’s agreement.
CHECK THE SUM TO  MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
5. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
Mv agreement__________
The other group’s agreement________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
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6. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got Jobs.
Mv agreement__________
The other group’s agreement
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
7. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
Mv agreement '
The other group’s agreement________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
8. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life.
Mv agreement__________
The other group’s agreement________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
9. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
Mv agreement__________
The other group's agreement________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
10. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
Mv agreement__________
The other group's agreement________
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
253
The second section contains the same items as the first. This time though we would like 
your views about something completely different.
We would now like you to indicate how sensitive you think that each statement is. In other 
words we would like you to indicate the extent to which it makes you feel uneasv. For 
example, you might feel unease because you feel the statement is intrusive or because it 
causes you concern or gives offense.
Like last time we would also like you to make a judgment about the other group - how 
sensitive you think thev would consider each statement to be.
Again, high scores indicate that the item is considered to be highly sensitive and low 
scores indicate that the sensitivity of the statement was judged to be low.
For each item, out of exactiv 100 points, how many would you allocate to indicate YOUR 
feelings about how sensitive it is, that is, how uneasy it makes you feel, and how many 
would you allocate to indicate the feelings of the other group?
Again, you must use the 100 points to reflect both your own assessment of the items 
sensitivity and the judgment you have made about the assessment of the other group.
Please do this without referring back to the answers that vou gave in the first section. This 
is not a test - we are more interested in your natural reactions.
1. illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today.
Mv sensitivity rating__________
The other group’s sensitivity rating _______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
2. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English.
My sensitivity rating __________
The other group's sensitivity rating _______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
3. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
Mv sensitivity rating __________
The other group’s sensitivity rating _______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
4. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
My sensitivity rating __________
The other group's sensitivity rating
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
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5. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
Mv sensitivity rating ________
The other group's sensitivity rating ______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
6. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got jobs.
Mv sensitivity rating ________
The other group’s sensitivity rating
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
7. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
Mv sensitivity rating ________
The other group’s sensitivity rating ______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
8. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life.
My sensitivity rating ________
The other group's sensitivity rating ______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
9. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service.
My sensitivity rating ________
The other group’s sensitivity rating ______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 100!
10. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture.
My sensitivity rating ________
The other group's sensitivity rating ______
CHECK THE SUM TO MAKE SURE IT IS EQUAL TO 1001
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Thank you for doing that.
Please would you now fill in the last section of the questionnaire.
Please indicate how well the statement below sums up what you feel. Tick the appropriate box to 
indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly disagree 
with It
feel that 1 have got a strong national identity
Strongly
agree
□
Agree
□
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree□
Disagree Strongly 
disagree
□ □
Earlier on you received a mark which reflected the quality of the arguments that you provided about 
the importance of national identity. You will recall that the mark was given to you by another group 
that aligned themselves in the same way as you in relation to national identity. As mentioned earlier, 
we would like to know what you thought about the feedback that you were given.
First of all, please think back to how you felt when vou first received feedback from the group.
Please indicate how well each of the statements below sums up what you felt. Next to each 
statement you will see a series of boxes. Please tick the appropriate box to indicate whether you 
strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly disagree with each statement.
At the time the other groups feedback made me feel 
annoyed
Strongly
agree
□
Agree
□
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree□
Disagree
□
Strongly
disagree
□
At the time the feedback from the other group made 
me feel satisfied □ □ □ □ □
At the time I thought the feedback from the other group 
was wrong □ □ □ □ □
At the time the feedback from the other group pleased 
me □ □ □ □ □
At the time the other groups feedback made me feel 
irritated □ □ □ □ □
At the time the feedback from the other group made 
me feel distinctive □ □ □ □ □
At the time the feedback from the other group made 
me feel upset □ □ □ □ □
Finally, please use the check boxes below to indicate how you feel NOW about the feedback 
that the other group gave you.
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1 feel annoyed about the feedback the other group 
gave me
Strongly
agree
□
Agree
□
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree□
Disagree
□
Strongly
disagree
□
1 feel satisfied with the feedback the other group gave 
me □ □ □ □ □
I think the feedback the ôther group gave me was 
wrong □ □ □ □ □
1 feel pleased with the feedback the other group gave 
me □ □ □ □ □
1 feel irritated about the feedback the other group gave 
me. □ □ □ □ □
The feedback the other group gave me makes me feel 
distinctive □ □ □ □ □
1 feel upset about the feedback from the other group □ □ □ □ □
FINALLY WE WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS AGAIN OUR APPRECIATION TO YOU FOR
TAKING PART IN THIS RESEARCH
THANK YOU VERY MUCH
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Experimental protocol for study four
First of all could I say thank you very much for participating in this research. It really 
is very much appreciated. I will be explaining more about what it is about as we go 
along.
My name is Julie and this is Hannah. We are both involved in research in the 
Psychology Department here at the University.
To start with I would be grateful if you could complete the first section of a 
questionnaire ignoring for now the biank sheet that is attached to each one.
1. Could I stress that all your responses are absolutely confidential.
2. Could I also ask that you don’t communicate with each other throughout the 
study. This is part of a long series of studies and each one has been carried out in 
exam conditions Insofar as we ask you to work on your own and not communicate 
with each other. This is one of the ways that helps us ensure that the data is valid 
as each study is carried out under the same conditions.
Administer flrst section of the questionnaire (i.e. Introduction page, nationalidentity 
questions)
I am now going to divide you into two groups on the basis of your answers. Those 
of you to whom nationai identity is important and those to whom it is less relevant.
In order to do this we need to score your answers. Under the boxes, from left to 
right please write the numbers 54321 as indicated on the overhead/this sheet
Overhead up
Now please translate each box you have ticked into a number and add these up to 
find a total score....
We are now going to split into the 2 groups. Has anyone got a score of above 28? 
....etc.
Participants will be allocated to two groups of equal sizes on the basis of the median 
score. The experimenter will start with the highest possible composite scores 
(participants will raise hands to indicate) and work down until half the group are 
selected. The group will be informed that...
The set of attitude items that you responded to has been vaiidated in previous 
research. This research has shown it to be a reliable indicator of the importance of 
national identity. On the basis of this we know that for those people here who have
a score of above __, i.e. those people who have just put their hands up, their
national identity is an important part of them and will, in a number of ways, affect 
how they feel, think and behave.
OK, so now we have got two groups. This group, for whom we know that national 
identity is an important part of their self-concept, and the other group for whom it is 
less relevant.
At the end of this section of the questionnaire you will find a blank sheet of paper. 
What we would like you all to do now is to spend about 5 minutes writing a short 
article advocating as clearly and strongly as possible the reasons why national 
identity is important.
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Now, obviously for one group (indicate) this is going to be more difficult, and much
less relevant because as we have just seen on the basis of your scores you actually
don't consider national identity to be important. However, we want you all to write as persuasively as you can arguing for the importance of national identity.
Start by listing as many arguments as you can and then choose what you consider 
to be the two or three most important one's to explore in more detail.. Be as 
persuasive in advocating this point of view as possible. Don’t worry about the time.
I will tell you when you have got a minute to go.
Tell them at 4 minutes After 5..
Thank you for doing that.
Before I explain in a bit more detail what the study involves, we are going to collect 
your papers in.
1. First of all please make sure that you have got your initials on the front of the 
page so that in a few minutes we can make sure each of you gets the right paper 
back.
2. To make things easier for us we also need to keep them in two separate piles so 
can those of you for whom national identity was important pass your papers to me 
and those of you for whom it was less relevant, give them to Hannah. Which are 
the high identity group?....
Hannah takes out the papers ....
As mentioned in the introduction to the questionnaire, this study is part of an 
ongoing research programme. One of the main aims of the study is to explore and 
analyse the links between the type of rhetoric and argument used about national 
identity in générai, to the results of other much more specific items. As you are 
probably aware, in the social sciences there is a growing emphasis on qualitative 
research and the distinctive contribution that this makes. However, in many topic 
areas, the main way of collecting data is stili questionnaires that use rating scales. 
Very little is actually known about the way in which these types of data relate to 
each other and this research programme has been designed to explore some of 
these links.
So, the arguments that you have made about the importance of national identity 
and the way you have advocated your point of view provides us with valuable 
qualitative data. However, as you might imagine, in order to be able to go on and 
link this with the rating scales one thing we have to do is to assess and categorise 
the arguments you have made. To give you some idea of what this involves, each 
set of arguments is assessed on four dimensions: its persuasiveness, the variety of 
themes that are referred to, the quality and relevance of the material that is used to 
illustrate the arguments and the richness of the rhetoric itself. Each of these four 
dimensions is marked out of 25 and then an overall percentage score given. We 
would be interested to know your reactions to this and there will be an opportunity 
for you to feed back to us later.
As far as the feedback you are given is concerned, it might be useful then, to think 
of it in terms of four quartiles as indicated on this overhead/sheet.
Put overhead up/show sheet....
A score between 75 -100% is indicative of excellence across all four of these 
dimensions: highly persuasive, a wide variety of themes being drawn upon that are 
highly relevant to the argument that is being built, and incorporating a rich rhetoric 
throughout. Between 50 - 75% is obviously also commendable and is probably 
indicative of very good scores on at least two of the dimensions. A score of 25 -
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50% suggests arguments that are considered low In their ability to persuade, a 
limited number of themes that are of a poorer quality, and a limited use of rhetoric. 
Receiving below 25% would clearly be associated with arguments that are patently 
unpersuasive, that are generally irrelevant and of poor quality, and with use of 
rhetoric that is considered to be inappropriate.
You might be relieved to hear at this point that the people actually doing the 
assessing, essentially hold the same views as you as far as national identity is 
concerned. We have ensured this by using as markers people from an earlier part 
of this study. They also filled in the initial rating scale and on the basis of this were 
classified, as you have been, as groups that considered national identity as either 
being important or irrelevant to them. They have subsequently undergone training 
in order to be able to make reliable and valid assessments of the various types of 
discourse that are used in formulating persuasive arguments about national identity. 
So the markers will only be assessing the arguments of those of you that belong to 
the same group as they do.
Could also say at this point that the length of what you have written is largely 
irrelevant to the way in which the marking scheme is administered.
After 10 minutes Hannah reappears.
Your papers will now be returned to you. Feel free to glance through them. We will 
then give out the final section of the questionnaire containing more structured rating 
scales. We’il call out your initials. I will give out the ‘strong national identity group', 
and Hannah the ‘weak national identity group'.
Again, please do not communicate with each other so we can maintain the same 
conditions for both parts of the study.
We return the papers.... And give out the final section.
OK. Thanks very much. Please make sure that you have your initials on these 
sheets because there will be more detailed analysis of the argumentation used at a 
later stage and this will enable us to link the two sets of sheets up.
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Appendix 5: Questionnaire for Study 5
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UNIVERSITY OF SURREY 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
INTRODUCTION
Thank you for participating in this research.
At the beginning of this questionnaire there are some questions about 
you as a person. This information is asked for in order to see whether 
different groups of people hold different views.
Following this there are 10 items relating to AIDS and immigration. 
Please indicate how much your agreement with these as you are 
directed. There are no right or wrong answers to any of these questions 
- we are interested in your opinions.
Please be assured that all the responses that you make will be treated in 
complete confidence. We do ask you to identify yourself by giving your 
initiais. This is because this study is in different sections and it is 
important that we can iink these together.
Personal details
What are your initials?
Are you male or female? (please tick one box) Male Female
What is your age? ________ years
Are you British? Yes No
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You will now find a number of statements related to AIDS and immigration. We 
would like you to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement.
To do this, we would like you to express the degree of your agreement by assigning 
each item a score between 0 and 100 where 100 would indicate absolute agreement 
with it and 0 would indicate complete disagreement.
1. Public officers should be trained to identify and report those suspected of being 
illegal immigrants.
My agreement (out of 100)________
2. Too much fuss is made about AIDS - you have got to die of something 
My agreement (out of 100)________
3. Relaxing immigration laws is likely to have an adverse effect on the quality of 
education available to my children
My agreement (out of 100)
4. There is no excuse these days for people in Britain to get AIDS
My agreement (out of 100)________
5. Immigrants in Britain have proved to be a drain on the National Health Service
My agreement (out of 100)________
6. If you are gay these days you shouldn’t be surprised to be HIV positive
My agreement (out of 100)________
7. It wouldn’t bother me to give mouth to mouth resuscitation to someone I knew 
was HIV positive
My agreement (out of 100)________
8. It is difficult to justify immigration when there are thousands of British people who 
haven’t got jobs
My agreement (out of 100)________
9. It is likely that at least one member of my family will die from AIDS during my 
lifetime
My agreement (out of 100)________
10. My parents would be quite happy to live in an area where immigrants were 
placed
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My agreement (out of 100)
_You will now find a number of statements related to AIDS and immigration. We 
would like you to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement.
To do this, we would like you to express the degree of your agreement by assigning 
each item a score between 0 and 100 where 100 would indicate absolute agreement 
with it and 0 would indicate complete disagreement.
1. Gays should take particular care about having safe sex
My agreement (out of 100)________
2. Immigrants that have settled in Britain have enriched its culture
My agreement (out of 100)________
3. Britain should be a place that welcomes residents of all nationalities
My agreement (out of 100)________
4. People have exaggerated the dangers of having unprotected sex.
My agreement (out of 100)________
5. People who are refused entry to Britain should always have the right of appeal
My agreement (out of 100)________
6. I find sex is much more enjoyable without using a condom
My agreement (out of 100)________
7. Illegal immigration is a huge problem in Britain today
My agreement (out of 100)________
8. I have got a responsibility to my children to have safe sex now
My agreement (out of 100)________
9. Britain should have tighter immigration controls
My agreement (out of 100) ________
10. On the whole people take seriously the importance of having safe sex
My agreement (out of 100)________
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What are your initials?
The following items are designed to assess your approach to problem solving and 
coping with difficulties.
For each item you are asked to show your opinion on a scale of one to seven by 
ticking the appropriate box.
Please tick the box closest to your opinion.
1. When I make plans I am certain I can make them work
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
2. One of my problems is that I cannot get down to work when I should
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
3. If I can’t do a job the first time, I keep trying until I can.
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
4. When I set important goals for myself, I rarely achieve them
Strongly Strongly
agree disagree
5. I give up on things before completing them.
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
6 . I avoid facing difficulties
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
7. If something looks too complicated, I will not even bother to try it
Strongly Strongly
agree disagree
8. When I have something unpleasant to do I stick to it until I finish it.
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
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9. When I decide to do something 1 go right to work on it
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
10. When trying to learn something new I soon give up if 1 am not initially successful.
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
11. When unexpected problems occur I don’t handle them well.
Strongly Strongly
agree disagree
12. I avoid trying to learn new things when they look too difficult for me.
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
13. Failure just makes me try harder
Stronglyagree
Strongly
disagree
14. I feel insecure about my ability to do things
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
15. I am a self reliant person
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
16. I give up easily
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
17. I do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that come up in life
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
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Feedback
Uniqueness deprived:
The comparison of your agreement profile on the questionnaire items about AIDS 
and immigration indicates that it closely matches the normal response profile for 
students in general. It is not distinctive or unique and there was nothing to 
distinguish your responses from the average.
Overall then your views were not unusual in any way and were typical of standard 
responses.
Uniqueness moderate:
The comparison of your agreement profile on the questionnaire items about AIDS 
and immigration indicates that although in some ways you were similar to the norm 
showing an ordinary response profile, in other ways your responses were distinctive 
and unique and quite different from students in general.
Overall then although in some areas your views are typical of standard responses, in 
other ways they were unusual and idiosyncratic.
Uniqueness accentuated:
The comparison of your agreement profile on the questionnaire items about AIDS 
and immigration indicates that you were very different from the pattern of students in 
general. All your responses were highly distinctive and unique.
Overall then your views were not at all typical of standard responses and were highly 
unusual and idiosyncratic.
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You will now find a further set of items related to AIDS and immigration. We would 
like you to indicate the extent to which you think that a typical student at this 
university would agree or disagree with each statement. We would also like you to 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement
For both your agreement and the agreement that you attribute to a typical student 
please assign each item a score between 0 and 100 where 100 would indicate 
absolute agreement with it and 0 would indicate complete disagreement.
So, for each item, how much do you think a typical student would agree with It and 
how much do you agree with it?
1. People who are refused entry to Britain should always have the right of appeal 
A typical student's agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)
2. AIDS in this country is due to gay men having unprotected sex
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
3. If Britain is going to accept immigrants they should be from countries that are 
culturally similar.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
4. 1 find anal sex is pleasurable.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
5. In many cases people who have got AIDS have only got themselves to blame.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
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6. People who support tightening of the immigration laws are generally racist. 
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
7. The results of positive AIDS tests should be made public.
A typical student's agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
8. The government should discourage immigrants from outside Europe.
A typical student's agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
9. AIDS is unlikely to ever be a problem for me.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
10. All British people should be in work before jobs are offered to immigrants.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
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You will now find a further set of items related to AIDS and immigration. We would 
like you to indicate the extent to which you think that a typical student at this 
university would agree or disagree with each statement. We would also like you to 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement
For both your agreement and the agreement that you attribute to a typical student 
please assign each item a score between 0 and 100 where 100 would indicate 
absolute agreement with it and 0 would indicate complete disagreement.
So, for each item, how much do you think a typical student would agree with it and 
how much do you agree with it?
1. Men who have sex without a condom are acting irresponsibly
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
2. Immigrants make a distinctive positive contribution to the British way of life
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
3. Individuals have got a responsibility to society to use condoms
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
4. All immigrants to this country should have to learn English
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
5. Society does not allocate appropriate resources to deal with the threat of AIDS
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
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6. Having strict limits on immigration is perfectly reasonable
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
7. Advertising about drug addicts not sharing needles has generally been effective.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
8. Britain needs the stimulus of new skills and talents that immigrants can provide.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
9. People are wrong to link AIDS with homosexuality.
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100) ________
10. People who are against immigration are too shortsighted to realise the way in 
which it enriches British culture
A typical student’s agreement (out of 100)_______
Mv agreement (out of 100)________
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Earlier on you were given some feedback about the uniqueness of your responses to 
the first set of AIDS and immigration items. We are interested to know what your 
reaction to this, and other parts of this study, is.
1. When I first received feed back about the uniqueness of my responses I was a bit 
surprised by what it said.
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
2. I still feel a bit surprised about the feed back that I received
Strongly Strongly
agree disagree
3.. When I first received feed back about the uniqueness of my responses I was 
bothered by it
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
4. I still feel bothered about the feed back I received about the uniqueness of my 
responses.
Strongly Strongly
agree disagree
5. The feedback I was given was fair
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
6 . The feedback I had did not make me feel good
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
7. The feedback I had made me feel special
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
8. Responding to the AIDS and immigration items made me feel uneasy.
Strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
9. It is important to be different from other people
strongly
agree
Strongly
disagree
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Experimental protocol for Study 5
First of all can I thank you in anticipation for taking part In this research. This is the 
last in a series of studies being run in the psychology department of the University of 
Surrey over the last three years. I will explain the study in general terms now and 
more fully as we go through it.
Basically the study consists of a questionnaire exploring the relationship between 
attitudes and personality differences. Let me explain that in a little more detail.
Two of the sets of items in the study relate to attitudes to AIDS and immigration. 
Obviously these are areas that receive ongoing attention in the media and in 
different ways have particular implications for students. One thing that they do have 
in common is that they might both be considered as risk areas, in that they are both 
associated with the possibility of negative outcomes for you as individual students.
Research into risk and risk perceptions is very common in psychology these days. 
However, one area that has received very little attention concerns how people's 
understandings and reactions to risk relate to the type of person that they are. So 
there will be a third set of questions that are about you as a person.
OK, before you start on the first set of questions, can I just say one more thing and 
that is to stress that all your responses are completely confidential. The only way 
that we ask you to identify yourselves is to put your initials in the appropriate place 
on each section of the study. The reason for this is that the study is in three parts 
and this will enable us to link up the responses from each part.
Please go ahead and fill in the first section of the questionnaire. Full instructions are 
on the sheets [section 1: 1a- high sensitive; 1b - low sensitive] (give them out 
Participants fill them in).
We are now going to collect these in and then tell you about the second set of 
questions.
(Collect papers in and Helper takes them off: s/he will attach the appropriate 
feedback sheet to a second set of high/low sensitive items and the check items and 
write the appropriate initials on the front before returning them. An alternative way of 
doing this would be to staple the first set to the back of the second set so that the 
original initials can be used to return the right papers to the right people
While s/he is out of the room ).
OK. As I said earlier, the aim of this research is to link up what we call a personality 
variable with your attitude and judgement profiles in relation to these two risk areas. 
The particular focus of this research is on how you feel about yourself in relation to 
approaching new situations and how you might deal with possible problems that you 
might come across. So the next sheet contains a number of statements relevant to 
this. Again you are asked to tick each statement and they tick the appropriate box to 
Indicate your agreement. Once more there are no right or wrong answers.
[section 2]
(give them out. Participants fill them in 
When they finish....)
OK we have got one more set of items relating to AIDS and immigration. This time 
what we are interested in is linking the ‘personality’ type information to your 
Judgements of how a typical student of your age at this university would respond to
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each item. We know from previous research that this task is most meaningful to 
people when they do this in the form of a comparison between their own attitude and 
that of the typical other student. So in order for us to obtain your assessments of a 
typical student you are asked to give agreement ratings out of 100; for both them 
and yourself.
You will remember that I said earlier that there has been a good deal of research into 
risk in recent years. One of the things that this has made possible is a 
comprehensive knowledge of the attitudes of different groups in the population to 
particular issues. As a consequence of this it is possible to give you feedback about 
how different your responses to the first set of questions are to the norms for a 
student population of your age on the same items. My colleague, has been 
matching your agreement profiles with these norms and you will receive some 
feedback about this. In turn, we are interested in your views about the feedback you 
received and there are a final set of items asking for your views about this.
Perhaps I could just say a little bit more about the nature of this feedback. There are 
three possible ways in which your individual response profile might match the norms 
for the group of students to which you belong.
• Firstly it may be that you are not different in any important ways from this group. 
Your own responses would be typical of the group, essentially quite ordinary with 
nothing to distinguish you from the average student.
® Secondly, it could be that your agreement is moderately different from the 
average. In some ways you would be similar but in other ways you would be 
distinctive and unique.
e Thirdly, it could be that your agreement patterns are completely different from the 
average student. In these cases your response profile would be totally unique 
and distinctive.
As I said, what we are interested in here is what you think about how unique your 
responses are and so we have added a final section to the questionnaire where you 
have the opportunity to give your reaction to the feedback you were given.
So first of all we will give you a sheet containing the appropriate feedback. After this 
you will receive the final section of the questionnaire which for ease of administration 
will be attached to the back of the first section you filled in. [section 3: 3a - high 
sensitive; 3b - low sensitive].
(Helper should be back by now. Give out finai sheets with feedback first, final set of 
high iow sensitive items and check)
OK. That’s it. Once again could I say thank you very much for your help today. It is 
very much appreciated.
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Appendix Six:
Manipulation checks: an evaiuation
Introduction
An integral part of the methodology of the series of studies contained in the 
main body of this thesis has involved manipulation checks. An assessment of 
the results obtained in relation to the check variables has led to an 
examination of the assumptions that underlie their use. These assumptions 
are rarely acknowledged or examined and it is to this end that this paper has 
been written.
After addressing some basic issues of definition, the conclusions that are 
commonly drawn concerning the results obtained in relation to the dependent 
variable and the manipulation check are outlined along with possible 
alternative explanations. These are discussed in relation to the notion of 
threat to identity with reference to the present series of studies.
Definition
When manipulations are effected it is assumed that “some empirical operation 
of the researcher is connected to some theoretical entity” (Larsen & Sinnett, 
1991, p.323) and that changes in the levels of the manipulation cause 
covariation in the theoretical entity. The question thus arises as to the 
validity of the manipulation: how well does the manipulation operationalise 
the relevant theoretical concept?
Meehl (1978) identifies three areas that influence the probability of finding an 
effect of the manipulation on the dependent variable. Firstly, an effect may 
not be found because the theory from which the hypothesis is derived is 
incorrect. Secondly, the way in which the theoretical concept is translated 
into the empirical operation of the manipulation may be inadequate. Thirdly, it 
may be that even though the theory is good and the manipulation 
operationalises this appropriately, demand characteristics in the experiment
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may compromise its validity. The inclusion of a manipulation check and the 
interpretation of the results on the check variables is related to each of these 
areas.
A manipulation check is an assessment of the effectiveness of the 
independent variable (Manstead & Semin, 1996). Such a check is deemed 
necessary because of the possible discrepancies that might exist between
» What the researcher intends to manipulate.
9 What the ‘objective’ effect of the manipulation is.
® What the participants’ perceptions of the manipulation are.
The results of the manipulation check should assist with interpreting the way 
in which the independent variable (IV) relates to the dependent variable (DV). 
For example, Festinger (1955) suggests that interpretation of the situation 
where there are small differences on the DV and small differences on the 
check variable can be clarified by selecting only those subjects upon whom 
the manipulation had the clearest effects. It would then be expected that 
there a similar clarity would be evidenced in relation to the DV. He thus notes 
the importance of including a manipulation check saying,
“If there had been no check on the success of the experimental 
manipulations, such an analysis would have been impossible. It would 
also be impossible to attribute unequivocally the inconclusiveness in 
the results to the relative inadequacy of the manipulation” (p. 146).
Relationships between the dependent variable and the manipulation 
check.
The literature relating to context effects in surveys has clearly established that 
earlier questions can form a frame of reference within which responses to 
later items are constructed (see Chapter 3). This provides a rationale for 
exploring the relationship between responses to the manipulation check and 
the dependent variables.
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The table below contains six cells, each representing a different alignment of 
the presence or absence of a check with the dependent variable. Following 
this, possible interpretations of the results in each cell are noted. The final 
section of this paper draws upon these notions to offer some practical 
recommendations.
Effect of IV on DV No effect of IV on DV
No manipulation check 1 2
Effect of IV on check 3 4
No effect of IV on check 5 6
It is cells 1 and 2 that provide the rationale for arguing the importance of 
including a manipulation check within an experimental design.
Cell 1 reflects the situation where the DV reflects the manipulation of the IV 
but there is no manipulation check. Here it would not be possible to conclude 
that the effect on the DV is due to the IV because there is no check that the 
manipulation of the IV was successful.
In Cell 2 there is no effect of the IV on the DV. As there is no manipulation 
check it is not clear whether this is because the IV was not manipulated 
successfully or whether their is no evidence for the hypothesised relationship 
between the IV and the DV.
The other four ceils concern the possible outcomes when a manipulation 
check is included in the design.
Cell 3 portrays what is generally considered to be the desired situation, that 
is, that there is an effect of the IV on both the DV and the check. Here the 
effect of the IV on the check would be taken as evidence that this had been 
manipulated successfully, and that the IV had affected the DV as predicted.
Cell 4 reflects the situation where there was an effect of the manipulation on 
the check but not on the DV. The classic interpretation of this would be that
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there was no support for the theoretical conceptualisation of the relationship 
between the IV and the DV. However there are other possible explanations. 
For example it could be explained in terms of the differential sensitivity of the 
two assessments. Presuming that the check measure is a more direct 
assessment of the manipulation of the IV it might be that the manipulation 
was strong enough to affect the direct measure of the check but not strong 
enough to affect the less direct measure of the dependent variable. Thus the 
range of difference on the check was not reflected on the measurement of the 
DV. It might also be that the differences on the check are caused by 
something else. For example it could be that experimental demand 
characteristics are responsible (Kidd, 1976). Kenealy (1986) discusses this 
point in relation to the Velten mood induction procedure. If participants are 
asked to read such statements as “It is great to be alive” and “I feel happy” it 
is unlikely that they would not consider this to be indicative of how they should 
respond to the subsequent request (i.e. manipulation check) to assess how 
happy they are at that particular time. The suggestion here is that the 
ostensible ‘distance’ that participants perceive between the manipulation and 
the manipulation check may affect responses to the check independently of 
the variable that is being manipulated. If participants are considered to be 
actively making sense of the task they are faced with, it may be at the point of 
the manipulation check that the manipulated characteristic is most likely to be 
channelled into a ‘matching’ pattern of responses.
In Cell 5 there is no effect of the manipulation on the check variables but 
there are differences on the DV. Here the standard interpretation would be 
that it was not the manipulated variable that caused the changes in the DV. 
Another explanation would be that the check was an inadequate assessment 
of the manipulation. A further possibility can be suggested when such a 
pattern of results is obtained in relation to threats to identity. It could be that 
the manipulation was successful in creating differences between groups but 
that the threat was ‘coped with’ in relation to formulating responses to the 
DVs.
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The possibility of such an occurrence can be illustrated with some data from 
one of the studies in this thesis (see Chapter 7 for full details of the materials 
and procedure employed). One purpose of the design was to establish the 
efficacy of a threat manipulation using two ‘manipulation check control’ 
conditions. Here the manipulation of identity salience/threat was effected with 
no material and ‘neutral’ filler material intervening between the manipulation 
and the check before using the manipulation in conjunction with the 
dependent variables (i.e. agreement with high and low sensitive items). This 
enabled an assessment of whether the nature of the intervening material 
affected responses to the check variables. If this proved to be the case it 
would be consistent with the notion that the intervening material was 
differentially subject to being used to discount threat. So, the effect of the 
manipulations of identity salience (salient vs. non salient), identity threat 
(threat vs. no threat) and the type of intervening material (control vs. 
experimental) on the composite check variable were explored. In relation to 
this analysis there was no interest in the main effects of salience or threat or 
in their interaction. These results were reported fully in Chapter 7. Rather 
the focus is on whether there are any main or interaction effects relating to 
the nature of the intervening material that participants had received.
Analysis of variance showed that there was no main effect of the intervening 
material but there was a significant interaction with the salience of identity (F 
= 5.75 p = .017). The nature of this is indicated in Fig. One below. It can 
be noted that higher scores are indicative of lower perceptions of threat
Fig. One: Interaction of identity salience and nature of intervening material on 
manipulation check variable.
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It can be seen from this that the effect of the manipulation of identity salience 
varied in relation to whether the intervening material was ‘neutral’ or consisted 
of the high and low sensitive items. For the control group, a salient identity 
was associated with higher perception of threat (mean = 3.28) than a non­
salient identity (mean = 3.44). In contrast to this, the group that had 
responded to the differentially sensitive material perceived less threat when 
their identity was salient (mean = 3.43) and greater threat when identity was 
not salient (mean = 3.18). The interested reader may wish to consider the 
nature of this effect in conjunction of the results reported in Chapter 7. Here it 
was the salient identity group that responded by putting distance between the 
agreement attributed to ‘self and ‘other’. In other words, this is consistent 
with the argument that those that had evidenced variation In their responses 
to the dependent variable were those that subsequently adjudged the initial 
threat manipulation to have been less threatening. It would seem important 
to formulate a more rigorous test of these observations; for now the main 
point is that in relation to a manipulation of threat, the results of the 
manipulation check varied in relation to the nature of the dependent variable.
Finally, Cell 6 represents the situation where there is neither an effect on the 
check or on the DV. Here the interpretation would generally be that the 
manipulation didn’t create the desired differences and that this was 
responsible for the lack of effect on the dependent variable.
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From the range of alternative explanations that have been suggested it could 
be argued that a ‘successful’ manipulation check is neither a sufficient nor, 
more contentiously, a necessa/y condition for establishing the validity of the 
manipulation. It is not sufficient because as noted above, there may be other 
explanations for the effect. Conventionally an effect on the check would be 
considered as necessary to demonstrate the efficacy of a manipulation and to 
allow differences on the DV to be attributed to this. However the data 
reported above suggest that when the check is positioned after the DV, 
manipulations that induce some sort of threat may be discounted in relation to 
responding to the DV (i.e. indirectly). This notion also Illustrates the 
problems of placing the check questions before assessment of the DV. Here 
the threat may be discounted in relation to the check variables (i.e. directly) 
and lessen the likelihood of an effect on the subsequent measurement of the 
DV. (The way in which threat might be directly or indirectly discounted was 
also discussed in relation to the last study in Chapter 8).
It is not the intention of this paper to suggest that manipulation checks are of 
no value. Rather the suggestion is that an awareness of the ways in which 
their inclusion might affect the results should inform both the way in which the 
check items are constructed and their subsequent interpretation. Several 
issues can be noted that should be considered when designing an 
experiment and including a manipulation check.
Before or after?
Research designs assess the efficacy of the manipulation either before or 
after the measurement of the dependent variable. As noted above there are 
drawbacks associated with both of these methods. Generally it would seem 
preferable to include the check variables a/fer collection of DV data. If the 
check is positioned before the DV these data then reflect the way in which 
participants have made sense of the manipulation as well as the manipulation 
itself. Kidd (1976) draws attention to this issue in the light of a study by 
Mallick and McCandless (1966). In assessing the effect of frustration on 
subsequent aggression, half the participants were asked to respond to a
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check measure asking how they felt about the person that had frustrated 
them before the DV was measured. There were significant differences on 
this measure of aggression but only between those that had and hadn’t 
completed the check items: greater aggression was evident if they had 
received the check. If for any reason the preference is to situate the check 
before the DV it would therefore seem important to accord this the status of 
an experimental condition and subsequently check whether there are any 
differences between the groups.
When the check is situated after assessment of the DV, as noted above, it is 
possible that the check responses are affected by more than just the 
manipulation. One way to address this which was adopted in the study 
reported in Chapter 7 is to include a ‘manipulation control condition’. 
Participants in these conditions are not assessed on the dependent variable 
and their purpose is solely to assess the impact of the manipulation. In this 
study, two manipulation control conditions were included. The first one 
involved no activity, simply a time lag between the manipulation and the DV. 
The second one positioned a short unrelated rating task at this point in order 
to be sure that it was not activity perse that led to a different assessment on 
the DV. Kidd (1976) suggests that once the efficacy of the manipulation is 
established that no check at all is then required for the experimental groups. 
However, as the present research has shown the inclusion of a check at the 
end, where it does not affect assessment of the DV can still be informative in 
terms of assessing the way in which the effects of the manipulation might be 
discounted (Chapter 7) or to take into account the way in which threat might 
be directly discounted in relation to the check (Chapter 8). Another strategy 
adopted in the present research that addresses these issues is to situate the 
check after the dependent variables but to ask about how the manipulation 
was perceived ‘at first’ (i.e. before the DV was assessed) and ‘now’ (i.e. after 
the DV). It is not being suggested that the judgment of how the manipulation 
was perceived ‘at first’ is independent of the context of the preceding 
questions. However, this method does allow some assessment of whether
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there is a possible discrepancy between the two ratings that can be attributed 
to measurement of the dependent variable.
One problem in assessing the effect of a manipulation that is not addressed 
by these strategies is that it is possible that the check can itself raise the 
salience of the manipulated characteristic, simply by asking about it (Abrams, 
1992).
Items for critical tests
Attention should also be given to the construction of the items that comprise 
the check. It may seem obvious that these should operationalise the 
theoretical concept believed to affect the dependent variable. However, the 
researcher may be aware of alternative explanations for any such effect and 
the opportunity should thus be taken to incorporate other items that would 
enable a ‘critical test’ between the competing explanations. For example to 
distinguish between the effects of anxiety and depression on assessments of 
risk (Stôber, 1997)
Predicting direction of effects
One area that should be given attention in further research concerns 
developing an understanding of the way in which the context provided by the 
dependent variables affects responses to the manipulation check. One area 
of research in relation to context effects concerns whether responses to 
questions are assimilated towards or contrasted away from responses to 
previous questions, and developing predictions as to when either effect might 
occur (see Chapter 3). For example in relation to the research by Mallick and 
McCandless (1966) noted above, the reactions of those that had received the 
manipulation check can be characterised as a contrast effect insofar as they 
had showed greater subsequent aggression than those who did not respond 
to the check items. In relation to other manipulations it could be that the 
differences between the two groups on the DV would be lessened because of 
filling in the manipulation check. This example refers to when the check was
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placed before the DV, however the same principle applies to predicting 
whether assimilation or contrast effects will occur on the check variables 
themselves after responding to the DV. It is important to develop predictions 
as to the way in which the check will be affected in order to avoid post hoc 
justifications for either direction of effect.
This issue is particularly pertinent in relation to manipulations involving threats 
to identity. Here it would seem important to develop ways of understanding 
whether responses to a check item are a reflection of the threat itself or rather 
represent an attempt to cope with the threat that has been issued. At one 
level such an understanding may be considered unimportant if the researcher 
looks no further than establishing the efficacy of the manipulation simply by 
achieving relative differences between the groups.
Conclusion
This paper has examined the assumptions that underlie the use of 
manipulation checks. Particular attention has been paid to the way in which 
any threat inherent in the manipulation might be discounted in relation to the 
dependent variable. Certainly the data presented here give credence to this 
possibility by showing how check results vary in relation to the intervening 
material. Further research should give particular attention to developing 
predictions as to the nature of these effects.
284
References
Abrams, D. (1992) Processes of Social Identification. In G.M. Breakwell
(Ed.), Social Psychology of Identity and the Self Concept (pp. 57-99). 
London: Surrey University Press and Academic Press Limited.
Festinger, L. (1955) Laboratory experiments. In L. Festinger & D. Katz (Eds.), 
Research methods in the behavioral sciences. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston.
Kenealy, P.M. (1986) The Velten mood induction procedure: A
methodological review. Motivation and Emotion, fO, 315-335.
Kidd, R.F. (1976) Manipulation checks: Advantage or disadvantage? 
Representative Research in Social Psychology, 7:160-165.
Larsen, R.J., & Sinnett, L.M. (1991) Meta-Analysis of Experimental
Manipulations: Some factors affecting the Velten Mood Induction 
procedure. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17: (3). 323- 
334.
Mallick, S.K., & McCandless, B.R. (1966) A study of catharsis of aggression. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 4:591-596.
Manstead, A., & Semin, G. (1996) Methodology in social psychology: Putting 
ideas to the test. In M. Hewstone, W. Stroebe, & G. Stephenson 
(Eds.), Introduction to social psychology, (pp. 74-^06). Oxford: 
Blackwell.
Meehl, P.E. (1978) Theoretical risks and tabular asterisks: Sir Karl, Sir 
Ronald, and the slow progress of soft psychology. Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46, 806-834.
Stôber, J. (1997) Trait anxiety and pessimistic appraisal of risk and chance. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 22, 465-476.
285
Appendix Seven :
Hazard personality profiles and individual differences 
Introduction
Although the psychometric paradigm has assumed great importance in 
explaining the factors that contribute to people's judgments about risk it has 
also been subject to criticism in a number of areas. One such criticism of the 
early work in this area was that apart from the distinction between ‘lay people' 
and "experts' there is little attempt to explain why individuals and groups might 
differ from one another in their perceptions of risk. Rather the emphasis was 
on developing “personality profiles” of hazards (Slovic, 1992). A number of 
risk characteristics were identified that proved to be strong and reliable 
predictors of judgments of the riskiness of various technologies and activities. 
Certainly in the early work in this area there was little or no attention given to 
the way in which these personality profiles might differ between people and 
several studies drew attention to the way in which analyses at the aggregate 
level might be misleading (Harding & Eiser, 1984; Gardner & Gould, 1989).
To some extent this shortcoming has been addressed by the initial 
proponents of the paradigm and attention has been given to some of the 
parameters along which individuals may differ in their risk judgments. For 
example, Slovic (1997) notes research drawing attention to the relationships 
between gender, race, income, education, and world views and judgments 
about risk. However, the early studies locating hazards In factor space which 
are derived from aggregating scores across individuals remain influential and 
continue to be criticized. For example. Marris and Langford et al (1997) 
reiterate the conclusions of Harding and Eiser (1984) and Gardner and Gould 
(1989) in suggesting that personality profiles of hazards are not universal in 
that different individuals will attribute different characteristics to the same risk 
issue.
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In summary, there has been an increasing concern in recent years not only to 
draw attention to the variability in risk perceptions but more latterly to identify 
the causes of this variability. At one level there has been a substantial focus 
upon the way in which social, cultural and institutional factors affect 
evaluations of risks (Turner & Wynne, 1992; Sjôberg, 1995). However, less 
attention has been paid to the role of intra - individual differences in affecting 
judgments about risk. This issue has recently been addressed by Myers and 
Henderson-King et al (1997) in their examination of the relationship between 
individual difference factors and the perceived risk associated with 
technological hazards. Acknowledging the lack of research linking the risk 
characteristics identified by the psychometric paradigm with individual 
difference variables they specifically attempt to link personality characteristics 
that bear a close relationship with risk characteristics that have been 
identified with the psychometric paradigm. The two personality 
characteristics they focus on are ‘desire for control’ and ambiguity 
intolerance’ which they argue have parallels with the risk characteristics of 
uncontrollability and the extent to which the risk is known, respectively. They 
find that the individual difference factors emerge as important predictors of 
perceived risk and worry about technological hazards. As far as voluntary 
risks are concerned, there has been consideration of individual differences 
such as sensation seeking, impulsivity and venturesomeness particularly in 
relation to risk estimation and appraisal of voluntary health related behaviours 
(Breakwell, 1996).(Zuckerman, Ball, & Black, 1990; Breakwell, Millward, &
Fife Schaw, 1994)
Another individual difference variable that might seem intuitively likely to 
relate to risk perceptions is anxiety. Such a consideration however is rare 
although the work of Sjôberg (1995) is a noteworthy exception. He included 
anxiety as a potential predictor of the perceived risk of nuclear waste finding 
that it
“did not make any noticeable independent contribution to perceived
level of risk" (p. 6 ).
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This observation was in the context of the other variables explaining about 
65% of the variance of perceived nuclear waste risk. It is unclear how 
‘generalized anxiety’ was measured.
In contrast to Sjoberg’s conclusions about the lack of a relationship between 
anxiety and risk perceptions, other studies that conceptualise risk in different 
ways, draw attention to its importance. Tripp and Tan et al (1995) looked at 
the relationship between the Risk Perception Questionnaire and the State- 
Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, 1983) and concluded from the results of 
two studies that
“increased anxiety was associated with decreased expectations of 
positive life events and daily uplifts and increased risk perception for 
negative life events and daily stressors” (page 37 )
Stôber (1997) also uses the State-Trait Anxiety measure to build on the work 
of Butler and Mathews (1987). He suggests that their conceptualisation of 
risk as only involving probability should be broadened to consider both 
probability and utility and also explores the respective relationships of trait 
and state anxiety with risk judgments. Significant correlations were found 
between trait anxiety and the appraisal of both negative and positive events. 
In contrast the manipulation of state anxiety had no effect on the appraisal of 
risk. Stôber explains these results in relation to Beck’s schema theory of 
anxiety (Beck & Emery, 1985) suggesting that,
“there are schemata relating to threat and danger in normal high trait 
anxious individuals” (p.474).
Another area of risk research that has given some attention to the effects of 
anxiety on risk judgments is in the area of unrealistic optimism. This term 
refers to “an underestimation of the likelihood (or probability) of experiencing 
negative events” (Weinstein & Klein, 1996, p.2). Certainly the weight of the 
literature suggests that this bias is commonly exhibited in relation to a variety 
of risks. Evidence as to whether the degree of optimistic bias exhibited is 
related to levels of anxiety is mixed. Some studies suggest that it is not (van 
der Velde, Hooykaas, & van-der-Pligt, 1992) whereas others present
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evidence that higher levels of anxiety are associated with lower levels of 
optimism (Welkenhuysen, Evers-Kiebooms, Decruyenaere, & van den 
Berghe, 1996).
If this notion of the pervasiveness of trait anxiety is correct there should also 
be some relationship with the way in which risk characteristics identified in the 
psychometric paradigm are perceived. This will be explored directly in the 
present study in relation to both voluntary and involuntary risk activities.
The concept of schemata also brings into focus the possible importance of 
experience in explaining individual variation in risk perceptions. Kendall and 
Ingram (1987) highlight the relationship between schema and experience by 
saying,
"A schema represents an individual’s life experiences stored in a 
fashion that is cohesive and influential, filtering perceptions and 
guiding judgments. This structure serves as a mechanism for viewing 
the self, others, the past, the present, and the future” (p. 90)
Perhaps surprisingly, the question of how experience of risks are related to 
the way that risks are perceived has largely been neglected within the 
psychometric paradigm. One exception is a study by Benthin, Slovic and 
Severson (1993). In comparing participants with non-participants they found 
participation to be related to greater reported knowledge of risks and more 
personal control over risks. There are also indications in risk research 
outside the psychometric paradigm that ‘experience’ may have some 
explanatory power in predicting risk estimation although the evidence here is 
mixed (Breakwell, 1996).
The way in which personal experience mediates the degree of unrealistic 
optimism exhibited has also been explored (Weinstein, 1989). Less optimistic 
risk appraisals tend to be associated with events that have been experienced 
One of the clearest demonstrations of this has been provided by Dolinski 
(1987). Here pessimistic bias was found in relation to the radioactive threat in 
Poland stemming from the explosion in the atomic power station in 
Chernobyl. Similar results were found by Burger and Palmer (1992) in
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relation to the California earthquake - although it was a question of losing the 
unrealistic optimism phenomena rather than developing unrealistic 
pessimism. Personal experience in relation to the possible negative outcome 
was also seen to be important by van der Velde et al (1994). They found that 
samples that varied in relation to their actual risk of AIDS varied in the degree 
of optimistic responses: greater involvement in risky behaviours was 
associated with greater pessimism.
It has been suggested in several areas of the risk literature that experience of 
risks will affect subsequent judgments. This study will address this issue in 
relation to judgments about risk characteristics. In order to explore the extent 
to which experience affects risk perception it would seem important to use 
measures that are concerned with more than just the frequency of 
experience. A more fine grained analysis would take into account dimensions 
such as the impact and outcome of previous experience.
In reviewing the research relating to the role of anxiety and experience as 
individual differences affecting risk perceptions it has also been evident that 
the focus is generally on either voluntary risk activities or involuntary 
exposure to risky situations. Certainly such a consideration of the extent to 
which one chooses (i.e. voluntarily) to expose oneself to risk situations was 
given primacy in the ‘revealed preference' approach of Starr (1969) and has 
remained one of the risk characteristics given explanatory value within the 
psychometric approach (Teigen, Brun, & Slovic, 1988). There is, however, no 
clear cut distinction between voluntary and involuntary activities. Otway and 
Cohen (1975) illustrate this in relation to car driving which, in different 
circumstances, may be considered as a matter of choice or necessity. In 
spite of such difficulties of definition, the quality of voluntariness would seem 
particularly crucial when considering assessments of risk characteristics in 
relation to past behaviours and the anticipation of future behaviours. In order 
to explore this in more detail experience and anxiety will be assessed in 
relation to both voluntary and involuntary risk activities.
In the light of this review of the literature, this study has the following aims:
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Firstly it is hypothesized that trait anxiety will be associated with risk 
perceptions. It is anticipated that the direction of this relationships will be that 
higher anxiety will be related to risk being seen as more uncontrollable, more 
unknown etc. It is also expected that the pattern of these relationships may 
be different for voluntary and involuntary activities. The nature of this 
difference remains unspecified at this point.
Secondly it is hypothesised that previous risk experience will be related to risk 
perceptions. On the basis of the literature the expected direction of this 
relationship is that greater experience is related to a perception of risk as 
more controllable, more known, affecting less people etc. However, different 
patterns in relation to voluntary and involuntary risk activities are anticipated.
Method:
Sample
172 people participated in the study (99 males and 72 females - one missing 
value). Their ages ranged from 18 to 42 (median = 19) and they were all first 
or second year Arts Students in higher education. Their participation took 
place in class time and was at the request of their lecturer.
Materials
The questionnaire contained three demographic variables (age, gender and 
marital status). Individual difference variables included measures of past 
experience and future expectations as well as a measure of trait anxiety. 
There were ratings of 16 hazards in relation to six risk characteristics and a 
measure of personal concern. The questionnaire took about 25 minutes to 
complete. The details of the risk related items that were used can be found in 
Table 1. The risk activities and their designations as voluntary and 
involuntary activities can be seen in Table 2.
291
Table 1 : Risk related items and end points
Risk experience:
1. Frequency (FREQ): How much in the past would you say you have experienced each 
activity/situation? (no experience 1, very great experience 7)
2. Impact (IMPACT): For each activity that you have experienced in the past please indicate 
how great the impact of that experience is on your life, (tiny impact = 0, huge impact = 7)
3. Outcome (OUTCOME): For each activity that you have experienced in the past please 
indicate whether you consider the outcome to have generally been positive or negative, (very 
negative = 0, very positive = 7)
Anticipated risk experience
4. Likelihood (LIKELl): Please indicate how likely it is that you will experience each 
activity/situation in the future, (highly unlikely -  0 highly likely = 7)
5. Proclivity (PROCLIV): Please indicate the extent to which you will take action to avoid 
experiencing each activity/situation in the future (no action = 0, very great action = 7.
Risk characteristics:
6. Knowledge (KNOW): To what extent are the risks known precisely by the persons who are 
exposed to those risks? (risk level known precisely = 0, risk level not known = 7)
7. Control (CONTROL): If you are exposed to the risk, to what extent can you by personal 
skill or diligence avoid negative consequences? (personal risk can't be controlled -  0, 
personal risk can be controlled = 7)
8. Numbers (NUMB): Is this a risk that has negative consequences for one person at a time, 
or for large numbers of people at once? (one at a time = 0, large numbers at once = 7)
9. Dread (DREAD): Is this a risk that people have learned to live with and can think about 
reasonably calmly, or is it one that people have great dread for - on the level of a gut reaction? 
(learn to live with = 0, have great dread for = 7)
10. Fatal (FATAL): When the risk from the activity is realised in the form of a mishap or 
illness, how likely is It that the consequences will be fatal? Highly unlikely to be fatal = 0, 
certain to be fatal = 7)
11. Voluntariness (VOL): Please indicate the extent to which you think that people face these 
risks voluntarily? (risk assumed voluntarily = 0, risk assumed involuntarily = 7)
Concern (CONCERN):
12. Please indicate how far you are concerned about the risks associated with each of these 
activities? (not at all concerned = 0, extremely concerned = 7)
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Table 2: Risk activities
VOLUNTARY INVOLUNTARY
Skiing
Smoking
Sunbathing
Having unprotected sex 
Driving a car 
Travelling by plane 
Drinking alcoholic drinks 
Eating beef
Eating food containing food colouring 
Living near a nuclear power station 
Having major surgery 
Being in a hurricane 
Being mugged
Living in a heavily polluted area
Being involved in a motor-way pile up
Eating food that has been genetically 
engineered
The items relating to risk characteristics (6-11) were taken from past survey 
research (Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 1985). As the aim of the study 
was not to replicate the factor structure, and in order to keep the study to a 
manageable length, only seven of the original dimensions were selected. The 
items relating to past experience and anticipated future experience were 
formulated specifically for this study. The three variables of frequency, impact 
and outcome were designed to provide a richer, more fine-grained measure 
of experience than simply asking whether or not a particular situation or 
activity has been experienced. This rationale also underlay the choice of the 
proclivity and likelihood measures of future experiences. All of the items in 
Table 1 used a seven point scale and were asked in relation to the 16 risk 
activities.
Trait anxiety was measured using the trait form of the State -Trait Anxiety 
Scale (STAI) (Spielberger, 1983). This is a 20 item measure that uses a four 
point rating scale. The reported reliability for this measure is .92. Cronbach’s 
a coefficient for the sample in this study (.91 ) also indicates good internal 
consistency.
293
Resu!ts and discussion
Initially the researchers designation of the risk activities as being voluntary or 
involuntary was compared with the participants’ ratings of voluntariness. 
Table 3 shows the means for these variables arranged in ascending order.
Table 3; Means on voluntariness dimension for risk activities.
VARIABLE MEAN N
Designated as voluntary
Skiing 1.46 166
Smoking 1.70 166
Drinking alcoholic drinks 1.73 166
Sunbathing 1.81 165
Driving 1.90 165
Having unprotected sex 1.97 165
Eating beef 2.06 164
Travelling by plane 2.36 166
Designated as involuntary
Eating food containing food colouring 3.11 166
Eating food that has been genetically 
engineered
3.31 166
Living near a nuclear power station 3.82 165
Living in a heavily polluted area 3.91 164
Having major surgery 4.38 165
Being involved in a motorway pileup 5.51 164
Being in a hurricane 5.79 164
Being mugged 5.90 163
The lowest eight means match with the previous designation as voluntary 
activities and the highest eight with involuntary. A paired samples t-test 
comparing the means for the highest rated voluntary activity (travelling by 
plane) and the lowest rated involuntary activity (eating food containing food 
colouring) shows them to be significantly different (t = 3.88, df = 165, p = 
.000). In the light of this composite variables of voluntary and involuntary
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activities were created. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for these were 
generally acceptable (see Table 4). (The risk characteristic of voluntariness 
was not used as a dependent variable; its inclusion in the study was for the 
purpose of checking the match between the researcher’s and participants 
designations of voluntariness.)
Table 4: Cronbach’s a coefficients for composite risk variables
VOLUNTARY INVOLUNTARY
Knowledge .75 .73
Control .74 .68
Numbers .68 .45
Dread .64 .65
Fatal .76 .75
Concern .75 .78
For the three experience variables (FREQ, IMPACT and OUTCOME) a 
composite score for voluntary and involuntary activities was computed for 
each person that only took into account the activities that had been 
experienced.
An initial exploration of both the predicted relationships between the individual 
difference variables and risk ratings, and the differences in pattern between 
voluntary and involuntary activities, is facilitated by examination of the 
correlation matrices.
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The results here are reported and situated within a brief discussion 
noting their possible implications. The aim of this is to form an initial 
assessment in relation to whether there are any effects of the 
individual difference variables on assessments of risk characteristics 
and also whether there are different patterns in relation to voluntary 
and involuntary activities.
Examination of the two correlation matrices reveals that there are a 
number of differences between voluntary and involuntary 
situations/activities. These will be noted in relation to
® the associations between individual difference variables.
® the associations between individual difference variables and risk 
characteristics.
The associations between risk characteristics is not of particular 
interest here as this is the focus of much of the literature relating to 
the psychometric risk paradigm.
Associations between individual difference variables
The different patterns relating to voluntary and involuntary activities 
can initially be noted in relation to the correlations between the 
‘predictor variables’ relating to individual difference characteristics of 
anxiety, experience, proclivity and likelihood. As far as the three 
‘experience’ measures of frequency, impact and outcome are 
concerned, the relationships are much stronger in relation to 
voluntary activities. High frequency of voluntary risk activities are 
associated with positive outcomes and with having a greater impact. 
For involuntary activities the relationships are in the same direction 
and, although significant, are much weaker. For both voluntary and 
involuntary activities, having experienced an activity in the past is 
linked with perceiving the likelihood that it will be experienced in the 
future although again this relationship is stronger for voluntary
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activities. The relationships between the impact of an experience 
and its outcome were significant for both voluntary and involuntary 
activities. The direction of these relationships was different, 
however. For voluntary activities, high impact experiences were 
associated with positive outcomes whereas for involuntary 
activities/situations high impact experiences were perceived as 
being negative.
The relationships between anxiety and the other individual 
difference variables also varies in relation to the voluntariness of the 
activity. For voluntary activities/situations it is the future oriented 
variables of the likelihood of experiencing them, and the extent to 
which action will be taken to avoid them, that are associated with 
anxiety. High anxiety is associated with lower likelihood and greater 
action. In contrast to this these variables are not related to 
Involuntary activities. For involuntary activities it is two of the past 
experience variables that are associated with trait anxiety. High 
anxiety is related to high impact activities and negative outcomes. 
Again it is interesting that these relationships although in the same 
direction are not significant in relation to voluntary activities. In 
summary, anxiety relates to the impact and outcome of past 
involuntary experiences and to future participation in voluntary 
activities.
Associations between individual difference variables and risk 
characteristics
Further inspection of the matrices in relation to the relationships 
between individual difference variables and ratings of the risk 
characteristics is also suggestive of different profiles for voluntary 
and involuntary activities.
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Essentially, for involuntary risk activities there are a number of 
associations between the three experience variables (frequency, 
impact, and outcome) and risk ratings. This is not the case for 
voluntary activities. Here it is the two ‘future’ oriented variables of 
the likelihood of experiencing the activity and the degree of avoiding 
action that would be taken that are more associated with risk 
perceptions. The latter of these is also important in relation to 
involuntary activities.
The nature of these effects can be noted in a little more detail.
For involuntary risk activities
Assessments of control are associated with ‘impact’: the greater the 
impact the more controllable the risks are viewed as being. The 
association with ‘outcome’ is trending towards significance (p = .06); 
here past experience of involuntary risk activities being associated 
with negative outcomes is related to viewing risks as controllable.
For ‘dread’ it is the association with ‘outcome’ that is trending 
towards significance (p = .06). Previous experience of negative 
outcomes is associated with high dread of involuntary risk activities.
Perceptions that risks could be ‘fatal’ are associated with previous 
experience of negative outcomes. The relationship between such 
perceptions and high ‘impact’ is also trending towards significance 
(p = .056).
As far as the extent to which the risks are ‘known’ is concerned, the 
significant association with ‘outcome’ indicates that experience of 
positive outcomes of involuntary risk activities is related to an 
assessment that the risk level of these activities is not known.
In relation to the ‘number’ of people affected, a greater ‘frequency’ 
and ‘impact’ of such experience is related to a perception that
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involuntary risk activities affect large numbers of people at one time. 
The association of ‘number’ with ‘outcome’ is also trending towards 
significance (p = .07) thus indicating that having experienced 
negative outcomes is associated with a perception of involuntary 
activities affecting large numbers of people at once.
Finally, for overall ‘concern’, greater ‘impact’ of past experiences 
with involuntary risks is associated with greater concern. Such high 
concern also has a significant relationship with experience of 
negative outcomes.
As far as the importance of the ‘proclivity’ variable is concerned, 
greater anticipated action to avoid risks is associated with greater 
dread and again in the same, perhaps surprising, pattern as above 
with an assessment that the risk level of these activities is not 
known. Finally, greater action to avoid involuntary risks is 
associated with greater concern about them.
For voluntarv risk activities
As noted above, the general picture on voluntary risks is that the 
three past experience variables have little association with the 
measures of risk perception and concern. In contrast to the picture 
outlined above in relation to involuntary activities, there are no 
significant relationships between the individual difference variables 
and any of the risk characteristics. There are two relationships that 
are approaching significance. These are between ‘outcome’ and 
‘dread’, and ‘impact’ and ‘number’, and the direction of these is 
exactly the same as was the case in relation to involuntary activities.
For voluntary risk activities the future oriented variables of the 
‘likelihood of experiencing risk activities’ and the ‘extent of avoiding 
action’ that will be taken assume greater importance. Four of the six 
risk variables have significant associations with both of these
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variables. A perception that personal risks can be controlled is 
associated with assessments that they are unlikely to be 
experienced and that great action will be taken to avoid them. (This, 
along with the way that ‘control’ relates to ‘impact’ and ‘outcome’ in 
relation to involuntary activities, is perhaps a little surprising.)
High ‘dread’ is associated with great action to avoid being exposed 
to the risk and also with a low perceived likelihood that these 
situations will be experienced in the future.
Great action to avoid voluntary risks and low likelihood that these 
situations will be experienced in the future is associated with them 
affecting large numbers of people at a time.
Finally, great action to avoid voluntary risks and low likelihood that 
these situations will be experienced in the future is associated with 
high levels of concern about these risks.
It is also noteworthy that the relationship between ‘anxiety’ and the 
risk ratings also varies in relation to whether the activities in 
question are voluntary or involuntary. Essentially, anxiety’ seems 
to have little relationship with risk perceptions in relation to 
involuntary risk perceptions. There are no significant associations 
although the correlation between ‘fatal’ and ‘anxiety’ is trending 
towards significance (p = .07). In contrast there are two significant 
relationships in relation to voluntary activities. Risks seen as 
unknown and affecting a large number of people at once were 
associated with high anxiety. Similarly, the associations between 
high ‘dread’ and ‘anxiety’ and high ‘concern’ and ‘anxiety’ were 
trending towards significance (p = .073 and p = .088 respectively).
This difference between the voluntary and involuntary patterns of 
relationships for ‘anxiety’ might be explicable in terms of the 
significant associations between ‘anxiety’ and ‘proclivity’ and the
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‘likelihood’ of experiencing risks. As seen above these two future 
oriented variables seemed of particular importance in relation to 
voluntary activities which is where anxiety also showed significant 
relationships.
Conclusion
Overall, initial exploration of the correlation matrices is suggestive of 
the role that individual difference variables might have in affecting 
assessments of risk characteristics. It would also seem clear that 
these patterns vary in relation to whether the characteristics being 
assessed relate to voluntary or involuntary risk activities. These data 
would suggest that it would be worthwhile to develop a model of the 
effects of the individual difference variables and that this should be 
done separately for voluntary and involuntary activities.
On a methodological note, the importance of including more fine­
grained measures of experience than just in terms of 
amount/frequency was evident.
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